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Chapter 1 


Innovation: Some Issues 
and Problems 


To manage innovations effectively implies elements of planning, 
control, direction and order. Management has been analysed as 
involving the activities of planning, regulating, commanding, co- 
ordinating, controlling and evaluating (Urwick, 1963). The alterna- 
tive to effective management of innovation is likely to result in a 
waste of time, money and effort and the possibility of a poorer quality 
of education because the desired improvement does not become a 
reality. Clearly, at a time of severe financial restrictions, when the 
most efficient use of human and material resources is essential, and at 
a time of increased concern about the quality of education, it 
becomes particularly important that those wishing to introduce edu- 
cational innovations should do so as effectively as possible. 

There is some evidence to suggest that attempts by teachers to 
innovate have not always been successful, in spite of considerable 
innovative activity (Gross et al., 1971; Schmuck and Miles, 1971; 
Smith and Keith, 1971; Bealing, 1972; Tomlinson, 1978; Nicholls, 
1979). Lack of success has been seen variously as failure to imple- 
ment innovations, innovation without change and the replacement of 
one rigid and static practice by another. Observers offer several 
reasons for this state of affairs. Some believe that knowledge of 
planned organisational change is limited (Miles, 1964a; Bennis, 1966; 
CERI, 1973); others believe that there is insufficient knowledge of 
the implementation of innovations (Hoyle, 1970; Gross et al., 1971); 
some argue that it is lack of attention to what is known about the 
processes of innovation that results in failure (Guba, 1968; McLaugh- 
lin, 1976; Nicholls, 1979). 

The purpose of this book is to present knowledge and ideas about 
innovation drawn from several disciplines and fields of study, and to 
suggest how these might be applied to educational innovations, in the 
hope that readers might draw from it what seems relevant to their 
own situation. In such a complex enterprise as the promotion of 
educational innovation, which is so much influenced by its own par- 
ticular setting and by the participants, no guarantees of success or 
even do-it-yourself manuals can be offered. However, what can be 
offered is a body of relevant knowledge and examples of previous 
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experience which can provide the educational innovator with a more 
secure theoretical and practical background on which to base his 
decisions. 


WHAT IS INNOVATION? 


In everyday usage the words change and innovation are frequently 
used interchangeably and while this is also to be found in the litera- 
ture a clear distinction between the two is also made. For example, 
innovation is seen as being something which is essentially new rather - 
than a re-ordering of something which already exists into a new 
pattern; change calls for a response but innovation requires initiative 
(Owen, 1973). In the context of education this notion of innovation 
seems somewhat strict, especially in the light of the commonly held 
view that there is nothing really new in education. A more lenient 
view, while acknowledging that the terms change and innovation are 
used synonymously in schools, makes a distinction between the twO 
and suggests that it would be incorrect to regard every change as an 
innovation. According to this view, an innovation must imply an 
improvement towards a predetermined objective and always pre- 
supposes one or more qualitative criteria (Marklund, 1972). . 

The literature abounds with varied and sometimes conflicting 
definitions of innovation, but there appears to be general agreement 
about three aspects: first, that it is fundamental in nature; secondly, 
that it is deliberate and planned; and thirdly that there is the intention 
of improvement. One definition, for instance, emphasises the fun- 
damental nature of innovation when it States that any major innova- 
tion implies a change in the culture of the school so that ‘authority 
relationships, communication networks, status groupings, and even 
friendship cliques are forced to change’ if the innovation is to survive 
(Schmuck, 1974, p. 108). 

In a frequently quoted definiti 
improvement of performance are e 
innovation: 


on deliberate planning and the 
mphasised as characteristics of an 


Generally speaking, it seems usef 
deliberate, novel, specific chan 
efficacious in accomplishing th 


ul to define an innovation as a 
ge which is thought to be more 
accor n € goals of a system ... it seems 
helpful to consider innovations as being planned for, rather than as 
occurring haphazardly. The element of novelty, implying recombi- 
nation of parts or a qualitative difference from existing forms, 
seems quite essential. (Miles, 1964a, p. 14) 


Similarly, another definition regards innovation as a ‘deliberate 
attempt to improve practice in relation to certain desired objectives 
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(CERI, 1973, p. 36), while an earlier study offers a similar but 
lengthier definition: 


We understand innovation to mean those attempts at change in an 
educational system which are consciously and purposefully 
directed with the aim of improving the present system. Innovation 
is not necessarily something new but it is something better and can 
be demonstrated as such. (CERI, 1969, p. 13) 


The emphasis on the qualitative aspects of innovation implies that an 
innovation is not introduced simply for its own sake, and this point is 
made explicitly in another definition: 


by innovation we mean any change in one component of the 
educational system which is not made simply for the sake of change 
but with the intention of promoting improvements in the aspect 
concerned and — having regard to the close interdependence of all 
such aspects — in the system as a whole. (Noel, 1974, p. 29) 


While there is a good measure of agreement about the fun- 
damental, deliberate and improvement aspects of innovations, there 
is less agreement about their uniqueness, as some of the definitions 
already quoted indicate. The CERI (1969) definition says that an 
innovation is not necessarily something new and Miles refers to a 
recombination of parts, while Owen rejects the notion that an inno- 
vation can be merely a rearrangement of old constituent parts and 
looks for essential newness. A significant contribution to this debate 
is made by Rogers and Shoemaker (1971): 


An innovation is an idea, practice or object perceived as new by an 
individual, It matters little so far as human behaviour is concerned, 
whether or not an idea is ‘objectively’ new as measured by the 
lapse of time since its first use or discovery. It is the perceived or 
subjective newness of the idea for the individual that determines 
his reaction to it. If the idea seems new to the individual, it is an 
innovation. (p. 19) 


This observation is about innovations in all fields, but it is particu- 
larly relevant to educational innovations which frequently require 
teachers to change attitudes, relationships and roles. There would 
appear to be no shortage of educational innovations and it is the 
implementation rather than the creation which presents certain dif- 
ficulties and problems; and these will operate just as much if the idea 
or practice is new only to the individuals concerned or is ‘objectively’ 
new. 
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This leads to the view of innovation which will be taken in this 
book; it brings together elements of some of the definitions quoted 
earlier. An innovation is an idea, object, or practice perceived as new 
by an individual or individuals, which is intended to bring about 
improvement in relation to desired objectives, which is fundamental 
in nature and which is planned and deliberate. Innovation, as just 
defined, is the concern of this book, rather than change which is seen 
as a continuous reappraisal and improvement of existing practice and 
which can be regarded as part of the normal activity of curriculum 
development. However, the word change is occasionally used, for 
instance, in references from other writers and in widely used phrases 
such as ‘planned organisational change’ or ‘processes of change’. 


DIFFICULTIES ASSOCIATED WITH INNOVATION 


It is difficult to bring about educational innovation, as earlier refer- 
ences to lack of success have suggested. It has already been men- 
tioned that some writers see lack of knowledge or a disregard © 
knowledge of planning processes as a problem. However, this is not 
the only difficulty or problem associated with innovation; some other 
difficulties will be considered briefly here while possible solutions will 
be discussed later. 

By definition, innovation is fundamental in nature and many edu- 
cational innovations necessitate considerable changes in teachers’ 
attitudes. Some involve teachers in changing their traditional roles 
and bring about new kinds of relationships both among teachers and 
between teachers and their pupils. Team-teaching is an example of 
such an innovation. Involvement in team-teaching could mean, for 
instance, among other changes, that a teacher would move from the 
privacy of a self-contained classroom to teaching in the presence of 
colleagues, from planning individually to planning jointly with col- 
leagues, from teaching groups of, say, thirty pupils to working with 
groups of varying sizes up to as many as a hundred pupils. Not all 


teachers can make such changes in behaviour easily, even if they are 
willing to try. 


Related to this is the fact that a 
teachers to give up practices in w 
high levels of competence and to 
least temporarily, they feel less secure and in which they might 
possibly be less competent. There are expectations that teachers 
should be competent, and some may not be willing or able to tolerate 
even a temporary incompetence or to tolerate feelings of insecurity- 

The extra workload that innovation brings should not be over- 
looked. The tasks of planning and implementing innovations bring 
work in addition to the normal teaching duties of teachers. Some 


n innovation frequently requires 
hich they feel secure and display 
adopt new practices in which, at 
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teachers find participation in innovation so stimulating and exciting 
that they willingly accept the extra work; others might accept the 
extra work for other reasons: they might, for instance, see involve- 
ment in innovation as a way to promotion. There are other teachers, 
however, less enthusiastic about innovation or perhaps deriving their 
professional satisfaction from their classroom activities, who are 
much less willing to take on the additional task of innovating. 

Closely related to the extra workload is the time factor. There are 
two aspects of this: time needed during the working week for plan- 
ning and the period of time over which planning needs to be carried 
out. The tasks involved in the planning and implementation of inno- 
vations are time-consuming in both the dimensions mentioned, 
although it is the first which teachers often highlight as a problem. It 
is said that it is difficult to find time during the week when teachers 
can come together for planning purposes. Undoubtedly there are 
problems in this respect, but teachers in some schools find ways of 
overcoming the problems, either through skilful timetabling arrange- 
ments or by meeting after school (Evans and Groarke, 1975; Holt, 
1976; Prosser, 1976; Nicholls, 1979). The long-term nature of plan- 
ning and implementation is less frequently identified by teachers as a 
problem. Rather, they tend to underestimate the time needed. Inno- 
vators are frequently impatient and want to see their ideas put into 
practice quickly and this can result in the ideas being insufficiently 
examined and discussed; the final consequence of such impatience is 
partial or inadequate implementation. 

The cost of innovation is often cited as a difficulty. It is a fact that 
some educational innovations are expensive. This would be true of 
those innovations that involve new materials or equipment. 
However, even in the case of such innovations it may be pertinent to 
ask not only whether the innovation is going to be costly, but whether 
it is going to be more costly than that which it is to replace. Not all 
innovations necessitate expensive equipment or materials and it 
would be most unfortunate if teachers were to think that the present 
economic restrictions of necessity preclude innovation. Indeed, one 
can envisage how economic difficulties might actually generate inno- 
vation. For instance, a secondary school which is unable to replace 
teachers who leave might have to implement significant curriculum 
and organisational innovations. 

One factor which sometimes makes it difficult to persuade teachers 
to become involved in innovation is the difficulty of showing that the 
innovation will be more successful than present practice. The defini- 
tion of innovation proposed earlier includes the words ‘intended to 
bring about improvement’. The problem, common enough in educa- 
tion, is how to show that there is improvement. The difficulties 
surrounding evaluation in education have frequently led to a situation 
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in which teachers involved in innovation have ignored any evaluation 
of them. It has been suggested elsewhere (Nicholls and Nicholls, 
1975) that any new curriculum can be no more than a hypothesis to be 
tested for whether it will lead to the achievement of desired ends. 
However difficult it may be, criteria for the evaluation of an innova- 
tion should be included as an essential element. No guarantees can be 
given that the innovation will prove to be effective, but at least there 
will be some evidence on which to base decisions about its future. 


CONSEQUENCES OF FAILURE TO INNOVATE 


Given that there are so many problems and difficulties associated 
with innovation it seems reasonable that teachers may ask why they 
should innovate. It has become almost a platitude to state that we live 
not only in a period of rapid social change but also in a period in 
which the rate of change is still increasing. As institutions established 
by society, schools are affected by changes in society, and, to some 
extent at least, what takes place in schools has an influence on certain 
aspects of society. If society is changing significantly, then it can 
reasonably be expected that schools, as institutions of society, should 
also change Significantly. This is not to suggest, however, that schools 
should respond indiscriminately to pressures emanating from other 


elements of society. Any res : d 
and based on an exp y response should be deliberate and planne 


made can be defend 
Nicholls and Nicholls, 1978). 
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numbers of such pupils and while it would be unfair and untrue to 
suggest that this behaviour is the result of the schools’ unwillingness 
to innovate, it might be considered prudent for all teachers to 
examine rigorously the curriculum, organisational arrangements, 
relationships, attitudes and values that operate in their schools. 


THE RATE OF INNOVATION 


If mature adult members of the general public were to visit schools 
they would find them very little changed in fundamental ways from 
when they themselves were pupils. Several writers comment on the 
slow rate of change in the field of education. Much of the early work 
in this area was carried out in the United States and one of the 
earliest writers to comment on the slow rate was Ross (1958) whose 
observations on a 150 studies were later substantiated by Mort 
(1964). These early studies indicated that in the American school 
system innovation went through a very slow process and followed a 
predictable pattern. There was typically a period of fifty years 
between insight into a need and the introduction of a way of meeting 
that need that was destined for general acceptance. Another fifty 
years was then required for the diffusion of the innovation. Mort 
says: 


during that half-century of diffusion, the practice is not recognised 

until it has appeared in three per cent of the systems of the country. 

By that time, fifteen years of diffusion — or independent innovation 

— have elapsed. Thereafter, there is a rapid twenty years of diffu- 

sion, accompanied by much fanfare, and then a long period of 

oa diffusion through the last small percentage of school systems. 
p. 318) 


Mort goes on to state that this slow rate can be speeded up under 
certain circumstances, namely, when there is public demand, a recep- 
tive professional leadership in the schools, and inexpensive and all 
but self-teaching instructional materials. 

More recent studies suggest that the rate is faster than was found 
by Ross and Mort. In a study of the rate of adoption of a mathematics 
programme in a county, Carlson (1964) found that almost 50 per cent 
of superintendents had adopted it by the fifth year. He did, however, 
find the same S-shaped curve noted by Ross and Mort, representing 
the acceptance process over time, which indicated that the adoption 
rate was slow in the early period, much faster in the middle period, 
and then slow again. Carlson’s explanation of this phenomenon is 
that adoption is not an independent and isolated act since adopters 
influence each other. Brickell (1961) agrees that the rate of innova- 
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tion has increased. He noted that the rate of innovation in New York 
State more than doubled within fifteen months of the launching of the 
first Russian sputnik. 

While accepting that the rate of educational innovation has 
speeded up, several writers feel that it is stil] too slow and they offer 
either reasons why this is so or proposals to increase the rate still 


it was noted that some of the Significant factors were cost of the 
Innovation, congruence with the System and support during 


Another view is that education might learn from the experience of 
agricultural innovation in the United States with its technological 


revolution and its use of change agents. Coombs (1968) puts forward 


The second Proposal, relatin K instituti 
nea , g to ‘new institutional nd per- 
sonnel’, is discussed later in this book SE 


Several reasons are offered as i i 
5 reasc a partial explanation of the slow rate 
of innovation in schools. The ras is th $ 


practices, and it is pointed out 
innovation to be backed by solid 
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be fully developed and subjected to rigorous trial and experimenta- 
tion. The third reason concerns the organisational characteristics of 
schools and particularly the relationship between the school as an 
organisation and its clients. Reference is also made to the ‘domesti- 
cated organisation’ of schools which means that the organisation is 
protected and cared for in a number of ways. It does not compete 
for clients; a steady flow is normally assured. There is no struggle 
for survival; existence is guaranteed. Funds are not closely related 
to performance. As a result of this kind of security and stability the 
need for and interest in innovation are reduced (Carlson, 1965). (In 
some cases, some of these characteristics are no longer present and 
this raises the question of whether their absence might act as a 
stimulus to innovation.) The lack of incentive for schools to adopt 
new ways is given as a further explanation of the slow rate of inno- 
vation and a contrast is made with the profit motive in business or 
industry. In addition there is the difficulty of assessing the extent of 
the success of educational innovations which acts as a disincentive 
(Owens, 1970). 

A wider view suggests a number of factors which inhibit the rate 
of innovation, some general and others more specific to education. 
Traditionalism, laziness, fear and insecurity are the general factors 
mentioned. It is acknowledged that traditionalism is not always bad 
since stability may be desirable in some circumstances. Fear of fail- 
ure is considered to dull the appetite for innovation, especially in 
those who have an established professional reputation. Innovation 
requires hard work and it is suggested that ‘too often an aura of 
respectable consideration is used to clothe the ulterior motive of 
laziness’ (Miller, 1967, p. 10). Miller also suggests a number of more 
specific factors that might affect the rate of innovation in education: 
the rut of experience which can give a false security (but which can 
also have a positive side), administrative reticence, educational 
bureaucracy, insufficient finance, community indifference and resist- 
ance, inadequate pre- and in-service teacher education programmes 
and inadequate knowledge about the process of change. Miller, like 
Other writers, regards this factor as the major obstacle and he makes 
three additional points about it, which he describes as ‘myths’. He 
believes that it is the political scientist’s concept of planned change 
that is imagined, rather than that of the social psychologist, and that 
planned change is thought of by some with overtones of 1984 and 
Brave New World. He believes, too, that there is a widespread 
notion that a good product will succeed on its own merits and that 
the introduction of new educational ideas can be final: ‘Too often an 
innovation is introduced as “the answer” rather than as something 
good but not perfect that can be improved with experience and 
careful study’ (Miller, 1967, pp. 17-18). 
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Some teachers may well disagree with those writers who argue that 
the rate of innovation is still too slow, pointing out that the past two 
decades have seen schools involved in considerable innovation. In 
response to this viewpoint, some observers would claim that few 
innovations are having a profound effect on pupils’ learning, and so 
there emerges an image of much superficial innovation, perhaps 
justifying Musgrove’s (1973) reference to ‘already routine and rather 
tired practices’ and Nisbet’s (1974) ‘cheap, meretricious and gim- 
micky’ innovation. y 

To devote time, energy and resources to innovative efforts which 
have such outcomes is both wasteful and disappointing. Moreover, 
recognition of factors that might inhibit innovation is the first stage in 
overcoming the problems, and later sections of this book will be 
concerned with a more detailed consideration of these. 


REASONS FOR AND SOURCES OF INNOVATION 


While it might be thought by some that the rate of innovation in 
education is still too slow, it is generally accepted that the rate has 
accelerated in recent years. The launching of the first Soviet satellite 
in 1957 is often cited as marking the beginning of the upsurge of 
innovation in the United States which was seen as necessary if the 
nation was to survive. However, there are other reasons besides 
ta with other nations for an increase in educational innova- 
ion. 

Schools as social institutions will tend to change more rapidly 
during periods of general social change. The growing demands of an 
affluent society for a more highly educated workforce and for 
increased cultural aesthetic activities are also related to educational 
innovation. Growth in knowledge in contemporary America and 
to handle and retrieve information 
on both the content and rate of 
e and growth of the educational 


z rtin h foundly 
innovative effect of all (Miles, 1964a), Sig aaa a 


The presence of large numbers of unmotivated students is given aS 
another reason for innovation. It is also Suggested that the growth of 
knowledge has not only made the traditional syllabus obsolete but 
has led to a weakening of the boundaries of academic disciplines- 
Some educators innovate not only because they feel that existing 
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arrangements are inadequate but also to relieve their own boredom. 
Innovation dispels, if only briefly, ‘the fog of boredom that hovers 
over everything we do in our classrooms’ (Trow, 1970, p. 291). This 
unusual viewpoint is taken even further by the suggestion that inno- 
vations in education can be justified for their own sake almost regard- 
less of their outcomes. 

While many writers speak with confidence about the reasons for 
innovation, Hoyle is less sure about the sources of innovation in 
education. He writes: ‘We know almost nothing about the sources of 
new ideas in education, whether these are largely conceived in the 
school to be taken up or promoted by outside bodies, or whether 
most of the new ideas in education are generated outside the school’ 
(1969, p. 136). Other writers, however, do not share Hoyle’s uncer- 
tainty. It is recognised that it is difficult to innovate in permanent 
systems because they are directing most of their available energy 
towards carrying out routine operations and maintaining existing 
relationships, and it is claimed that the majority of educational inno- 
vations have their source outside the school (Miles, 1964b). This view 
is shared by several writers including Brickell (1964), Griffiths (1964) 
and Dahllöf (1970), Griffiths arguing that the degree and duration of 
innovation are directly proportional to the intensity of the stimulus 
from outside. 

A number of specific sources of innovations in the United States 
are suggested: classroom teachers, administrators, school boards, lay 
public, state departments of education, education faculties in colleges 
and universities, professional associations, the United States Office 
of Education and other federal government agencies, textbook pub- 
lishers and experts in mathematics and sciences are all cited as 
extremely significant sources (Pellegrin, 1967). 

An interesting contrasting viewpoint from the United Kingdom is 
put forward by Owen (1973) and Hoyle (1974). Owen lists official 
edicts, the philosophies of educational visionaries, people, books, 
tradition and history, but argues that the strongest influence on 
curriculum innovation has been exercised by the education system. 
The people to whom Owen refers are members of Her Majesty’s 
Inspectorate, local authority inspectors and advisers, headteachers 
and those organising in-service education. Similar possible influences 
are discussed by Hoyle. He makes the important point that because 
the British education is relatively decentralised the possibility of 
influence is high, while the possibility of coercion is very low. Hoyle 
refers to the influence of both national and local government and 
mentions the fact that certain local education authorities which are 
associated with particular forms of innovation exert influence through 
the allocation of resources, the selection of headteachers and other 
staff, the guidance given by inspectors and advisers and the kind of 


12 / Managing Educational Innovations 


in-service education provided. Other sources of influence on innova- 
tion in schools mentioned by Hoyle are such agencies as the Schools 
Council and the external examining boards; he also refers to the 
significance of the growing influence of parents. 

The headteacher has been mentioned as an important influence on 
innovation. Two research studies suggest that while the headteacher 
is frequently the initiator of innovation in his own school it is doubtful 
if he is the source of the innovative ideas. A study of fifteen innova- 
tive primary schools indicates that the headteacher was usually the 
impetus for innovation but that he was greatly influenced by members 
of Her Majesty’s Inspectorate, the mass media and official publica- 
tions such as the Plowden Report (Brown, 1971). In a study of the 
headteacher as innovator in fifteen secondary schools, twelve of the 
headteachers said that they had been the source of the initial idea for 
the innovation but in reality, in ten of the cases, the initial idea had 
come from elsewhere. The initial idea for the innovation came from 
outside in eleven out of the fifteen schools and from inside in the 
remaining four. While several agencies were mentioned as being 
responsible for the initial idea, the most influential was that of in- 
service courses attended by the headteachers (Dickinson, 1975). 


WHAT NEEDS TO BE PLANNED AND WHY 


There are several major elements associated with the implementation 
of an innovation. There is the innovation itself with its own particular 
characteristics. There are the teachers who are to be involved and 
affected. The teachers will have varying attitudes to innovation in 
general and to the particular innovation, varying strengths and weak- 
nesses and perhaps also varying fears and doubts. The third element 
in the picture is the particular Setting into which the innovation is to 
be introduced. This, too, will have particular characteristics, form of 
organisation and procedures, Bringing these three elements together 
are the processes of planning and management which it is hoped will 
lead to successful implementation. 

All these factors with their many and varied characteristics are 
likely to affect the extent to which implementation of an innovation 
takes place. They indicate the complexities involved and also suggest 
the nature of the difficulty of bringing about successful innovation. 
Each factor, with its many variations and particular characteristics, 
has to be taken into account. 

Planning presents a means of doing this systematically and a syste- 
matic approach is more likely to lead to successful innovation which 
has a significant impact on learning. It draws attention to all the 
factors involved and provides greater control. As was suggested 
earlier, systematic planning enables a considered response to be 
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made to the demands of a rapidly changing society and may possibly 
provide schools with the means by which they can resist being over- 
whelmed by such demands. The nature of present-day innovations is 
seen by Hoyle (1970) as a further reason for planning when he 
suggests that ‘the cost, complexity and radical nature of current 
innovations perhaps renders inappropriate the reliance upon the 
rather ad hoc and individualistic response that one has had in the 
past’ (p. 2). 

The planning and management of educational innovations is the 
concern of the remainder of this book. It is important at this stage to 
clarify the distinction and relationship between curriculum develop- 
ment and the planning and management of innovations. Curriculum 
development is an integral part of the wider process of the manage- 
ment of innovation. If teachers decide to create their own innovation 
they will be involved in considerable curriculum development activ- 
ity. If it is decided to use an innovation developed outside the school 
there is likely to be a certain amount of curriculum development in 
modifying or adapting it. In both cases curriculum development is 
one phase in the process of innovation. Other phases leading up to 
the decision either to develop a school-based innovation or to bring in 
an externally developed one will have gone before, and others lead- 
ing to its implementation will follow. Further curriculum develop- 
ment might take place later as a result of evaluation. This book is 
concerned with the management of educational innovations, which 
might be organisational as well as curriculum innovations. Inevitably 
references will be made to curriculum development in this book but 
this is not essentially its concern. Major issues which will be con- 
sidered are the selection of innovations, their introduction and main- 
tenance, the human factor, the role of the head or principal, the 
nature of the setting in which innovation takes place and the evalua- 
tion of innovations. These are issues that are of concern not only to 
those in schools who have responsibility for the management of 
innovation, whether these are headteachers, senior management 
teams, heads of department, or curriculum planning groups, but also 
to those teachers who are likely to be involved with innovation, either 
from choice or as a result of decisions made by others. 


Chapter 2 


Selecting an Innovation 


Once a decision has been taken that it is either desirable or necessary 
to innovate, or at least that there are weaknesses or deficiencies to be 
remedied in the present system, among the factors which require 
early consideration are, first, where the particular innovation will 
come from, and secondly, how it will be introduced into the school. 
In relation to the innovation, a number of sources may be available to 
the innovator. There may bea nationally published project or course 
that could be considered; another school known to the innovator may 
have adopted an innovation that could be looked at; a groupina local 
teachers’ centre may have developed an innovation in a relevant 
area. If these or other sources are not fruitful and nothing considered 
appropriate is already in existence, teachers in the school will have to 
develop their own innovation. On the other hand, in some instances 4 
school-developed innovation may be the first choice. Innovations 
developed or disseminated in these different ways tend to have dis- 
tinctive characteristics; a study of the bases on which innovations are 
developed, disseminated and utilised, that is, models of innovation, 


will help in the identification of possible strengths and weaknesses of 
the alternatives that are available. 


MODELS OF INNOVATION 


education and is aimed at polic 
models identified by Havelock and 
presented here. 

Havelock’s major conclusion is that the 
semination and utilisation of knowledge use: 
grouped under three perspectives: first, res 
diffusion; secondly, social interaction; and 
Having identified the three models, Havel 
the three can be synthesised in a linkage 
important features of them all. 


Principal models of dis- 
d by most people can be 
earch, development and 
thirdly, problem-solving. 
ock goes on to argue that 
model which incorporates 
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Research, Development and Diffusion Model (RDD) 
This model regards the process of change as a rational series of 
activities in which an innovation is discovered or invented, then 
developed, produced and disseminated to the user. The initiative in 
this model lies with the researchers, developers and disseminators 
while the receiver remains passive. As Havelock puts it: ‘Although 
consumer needs may be implicit in this approach, they do not enter 
the picture as prime motivators for the generation of new knowledge’ 
(ch. 2, p. 42). Research is not concerned with a set of answers to 
specific human problems, but rather with a set of facts and theories 
which generate ideas for useful products and services which are 
turned into prototypes that are tested and redesigned. Following this 
development phase, innovations are then ready to be diffused to 
anyone who might find them useful. 

Havelock identifies the major characteristics of the RDD model as 
follows: 


(1) It assumes a rational sequence of activities from research to 
development to dissemination. 

(2) It implies that planning on a large scale has taken place. 

(3) It involves a division of labour with a clear separation of roles 
and functions. eee: 

(4) It assumes a passive consumer who is willing to accept the 
innovation. 

(5) It involves a high level of initial development costs before dis- 


semination takes place. 


While this model perhaps does not exist in a pure form in education, 
such projects as Nuffield Science and Nuffield Mathematics and some 
of the Schools Council curriculum projects come close to it. The 
innovator, therefore, might have available to him an innovation 
developed on this model which he could consider. He is likely to find 
that it is of a very high quality, well packaged and presented, and with 
professionally produced materials. Clearly, such characteristics will 
make a good impression, but there are other factors which the inno- 


school. In general, nationally produced courses and materials tend to 
be more radical than those developed by teachers and there is some 
evidence that teachers tend to impose on them their own philosophy 
and pedagogy (Bealing, 1972; Hamilton, 1975; Eggleston et al., 
1976). The innovator needs to ask himself whether an innovation is 
sufficiently congruent with the philosophy, practice and ability of the 
teachers who are to use it. In essence, the problem is that educational 
innovations developed on the basis of the RDD model, however 
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impressive their quality, may not be appropriate for all schools. 
Indeed, the Schools Council itself (Tomlinson, 1978) has expressed 


disappointment that its projects have lacked impact on work in 
schools. 


Social Interaction Model (SI) 

The main concern of this model is the way in which innovations are 
spread. It assumes that any research and development have already 
been carried out. The social interaction model emphasises diffusion, 
the movement of messages from person to person and from system to 
system. In this model an innovation is brought to the attention of a 
potential receiver. It is the sender who determines both the receiver 
and the receiver’s needs. The receiver reacts to the innovation pre- 
sented to him and it is the nature of his reaction which determines 
subsequent stages. If, having been made aware of the innovation, he 
‘shows interest in it, there follows a series of stages which culminates 
in acceptance or rejection of the innovation. The receiver moves 
through these stages by means of a process of social interaction with 
members of his group, and so diffusion in this model depends greatly 
on channels of communication. It is a model that emphasises the 


importance of opinion leadership, personal contact and social rela- 
tionships. Characteristics of the model are: 


(1) The individual user or adopter belongs to a network of social 
relations which largely influence his adopter behaviour. 

(2) His place in the network (centrality, peripherality, isolation) is a 
good predictor of his rate of acceptance of new ideas. 

(3) Informal personal contact is a vital part of the influence and 
adoption process. 

(4) Group membership and reference group identifications are 
major predictors of individual adoption. 

(5) The rate of diffusion through a social system follows a predict- 
able S-curve pattern (very slow rate at the beginning, followed 


by oe late-adopter or ‘laggard’ period). (Havelock, 1971, 
p. 86). 


The studies of innovation i 


n primary and secondary schools carried 
ut by Brown (1971) and Di 


ckinson (1975) respectively suggest that 
the headteacher frequently gets his innovative ideas from what Hoyle 
(1974) calls the ‘messengers of innovation’ who include advisers, 
inspectors and those conducting in-service courses. Teachers, too, 
are in contact with these ‘messengers’ although usually to a lesser 
extent than are headteachers. Teachers and headteachers are also in 
personal contact with colleagues in other schools, both informally 
and in teachers’ centres, at meetings of professional bodies, and so 
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on, and these too may constitute a source of information about 
innovations. Not all the characteristics of the social interaction model 
are necessarily present in the diffusion of innovations in the education 
world, but usually several of them are in evidence. 

A headteacher who wishes to innovate may find that an innovation 
which might suit his needs is in operation in a local school where he can 
go to see it in action. He may well feel that if teachers in a neighbouring 
school can cope effectively with it then his own teachers are likely to be 
able to do so. Moreover, his teachers can also see the innovation in 
action which might help acceptance and implementation. These fac- 
tors may give the potential innovator some reassurance and the 
confidence to proceed. However, there might be problems associated 
with innovations derived from this model. One problem concerns the 
transferability of an innovation from one school to another: an innova- 
tion that is appropriate for one school may not be so for another, and 
what works in one school may not in another. Problems related to 
congruence, mentioned with reference to innovations developed on 
the RDD model, may also be present here. 


Problem-Solving Model 

In contrast to the other two models, the user in the problem-solving 
model is seen as an active participant and not as a passive receiver. In 
this model the need of the receiver, whether implied, stated, or 
assumed, is the focal point. The stages in this process of change can be 
viewed as a cycle, beginning with a felt need which is articulated as a 
problem. There follows a search for solutions, from which one is 
selected and applied. If the solution is an appropriate one it leads to a 
reduction of the original felt need. If it is not the right solution, the 
search is repeated until an approriate need-reducing solution is found. 
In this model the solution of the problem is undertaken by the receiver 
himself or with the help of suitable outside assistance, usually referred 
to as a ‘change agent’. Havelock stresses that if they are to be effective, 
change agents should act as collaborators and not as directors. 
Advocates of this orientation to innovation usually emphasise five 
points: 


(1) User need is the paramount consideration, this being the only 
acceptable value-stance for the change agent; what the user 
needs and what the user thinks he needs are the primary concern 
of any would-be helper. 

(2) Diagnosis of need always has to be an integral part of the total 
process. 

(3) The outside change agent should be non-directive, rarely, if ever, 
violating the integrity of the user by setting himself up as the 
‘expert’. 
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(4) Internal resources, that is, those resources already existing and 
easily accessible within the client system itself, should always be 
fully utilised. 

(5) Self-initiated and self-applied innovation will have the strongest 
user commitment and the best chances for long-term survival. 
(Havelock, 1971, p. 90) 


Whereas innovations developed or disseminated in the RDD and 
social interaction models have their origins outside the particular 
school in which they might eventually be adopted, the problem- 
solving model takes us into the field of school-based innovation. In 
addition to the increased possibility of teacher commitment and of 
long-term survival just mentioned, there are other advantages associ- 
ated with innovations developed through the problem-solving model. 
They will be, by definition, appropriate for the particular school in 
which they have been developed and, therefore, will be unlikely to 
create difficulties related to conflict of aims and pedagogy and of 
congruence, often associated with innovations developed outside a 
particular school. These are powerful advantages which, however, 
need to be balanced by consideration of possible weaknesses or 
problems associated with this model, particularly as there is consider- 
able support at the present time for school-based innovation. 

Some of these are raised by Becher and Maclure (1978) who point 
first to the fact that a head and his staff, described as ‘temporary 
incumbents of a public institution’, can impose their own values on a 
school. In some notable examples these have been at such variance 
with the rest of society, parents in particular, that there has been a 
public outcry (Berg, 1968; Auld, 1976); Gretton and Jackson, 1976). 
More often, however, since changes tend to be piecemeal they escape 
public attention. Becher and Maclure raise a more general objection 
which they put as follows: 


There is the more general objection that school-based curriculum 
development reflects the limitations of sympathy, understanding 
and cultural bent (not to mention technical skill in course construc- 
tion and preparation of classroom materials of the handful of 
individual teachers who happen to form the directing group at the 
top of the school. What if these sympathies and understandings are 
too narrow, or if the collective cultural orientation is unbalanced or 
eccentric? (1978, p. 171) 


Similar issues are raised and expressed rather more strongly by 
Musgrove and Taylor (1969): 


An educated democracy requires that the teacher shall be an 
expert in means rather than an arbiter of ends — which he is in fact 
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within the broad framework of control maintained by the local 
authorities, whose elected members have virtually no say over the 
detailed provision of education, the curriculum of the schools and 
their extra-curricular activities. What is so remarkable is that.a 
nation so self-righteous about its liberties should continue to toler- 
ate at the very centre of its being the kind of creatures its children 
shall be, their life-style, their life-chances. Perhaps it is tolerated 
only because it is, in general, such a thoroughly unadventurous 
despotism, shaping nothing more outrageous than a standardized 


utility product. (p. 85) 


These fundamental issues of values, limitations of understanding 
and the right to determine the curriculum are matters to be resolved 
by society at large, although those with responsibility for running 
schools need to be alert to the dangers and problems. A more 
practical problem, and one which headteachers can take steps to 
remedy, is that of limitation of technical skill in course construction 
and preparation of classroom materials mentioned by Becher and 
Maclure. It might be thought that this skill is part of the stock-in- 
trade of all teachers and yet there is some evidence to suggest that 
many teachers do not possess it to a high degree. This was the case in 
the Smith and Keith (1971) study of Kensington, the Gross et al. 
(1971) study of Cambire and the present writer’s (1979) study of an 
English comprehensive school given the fictitious name of 
Heathfield. This problem and ways of resolving it are discussed more 
fully later. 

Another problem associated with school-based innovation is that it 
is rarely, if ever, based on research, which the problem-solving model 
assumes has been carried out. The study of Heathfield (Nicholls, 
1979) showed that the teachers gave no attention at all to the edu- 
cational principles underlying the major dimensions of the innova- 
tion, let alone engaged in any research. Such neglect usually leads to 
the lack of rigour and the superficiality in innovation noted by several 
writers (Schmuck and Miles, 1971; Bealing, 1972; Eggleston, et al., 
1976) Tomlinson, 1978). One strong advocate of school-based inno- 
vation, Stenhouse (1975), has urged the adoption by teachers of a 
research and development role, and Elliott and Adelman (1974) have 
demonstrated one way of achieving this. 

The description of the problem-solving model of innovation notes 
that the solution of the problem may be achieved with or without the 
use of an external change agent. The use of a change agent in schools 
in the United Kingdom is rare and many headteachers and teachers 
might find the idea quite unacceptable. An argument for using an 
external change agent will be presented later in the book. 
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These three models identified by Havelock do not exist in the educa- 
tion field in a ‘pure’ form, in the sense that all the characteristics 
associated with each are present. There is also a lack of purity in 
another sense, in that an educational innovation may be associated 
with more than one model. This can be seen in the case of an 
innovation in a neighbouring school seen by or brought to the atten- 
tion of teachers in another school. While this particular innovation 1s 
diffused by means of the social interaction model it might have had its 
origins in either the RDD or the problem-solving model. It could be a 
nationally developed project being used in its intended form or, more 
likely, in a much modified form. The modifications might have been 
made for positive reasons to make it more appropriate for the par- 
ticular situation, or for more negative reasons, such as teachers’ 
inability or reluctance to cope with certain aspects of it. On the other 
hand, the innovation might have been developed in the neighbouring 
school to solve a particular problem in that school. 

There are other permutations possible and this emphasises the 
need for the would-be innovator to scrutinise most carefully and to 


find out as much as possible about the origins of an innovation before 
trying to introduce it into his school. 


Schon (1971) presents other models of innovation; he argues that the 
loss of the stable state means that society and its institutions are in a 
continuing process of change and that we must learn how to under- 
stand, guide, influence and manage these transformations. It is not 
enough, claims Schon, for us to be able to transform our institutions 
in response to changing situations; we must invent and develop 
institutions which are ‘learning systems’, that is, systems capable of 
bringing about their own continuing transformation. 


Centre—Periphery Model 
Schon’s first model rests on three basic elements: 


1 The innovation to be diffused exists, 
tials, prior to its diffusion. 


Diffusion is the movement of an innovation from a centre out to 
its eventual users. 


Directed diffusion is a centrally managed process of dissemina- 
tion, training and provision of resources and inventions. 


fully realised, in its essen- 
2 


3 


He argues that the effectiveness of this model depends on the level of 
resources and energy at the centre, the number of points at the 
periphery, the length of the radii, or spokes, through which diffusion 
takes place and the energy needed to gain a new adoption. According 
to Schon, the scope of this model ‘varies directly with the level of 
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technology governing the flows of men, materials, money and infor- 
mation’ and depends on the system’s ‘capacity for generating and 
managing feedback’ (1971, p. 82). Failure in this model takes the 
form of ineffectiveness in diffusion, distortion of the message, or 
disintegration of the whole system. Failure occurs when the system 
exceeds the resources or the energy at the centre, overloads the 
capacity of the radii, or mishandles feedback from the periphery. 

Schon notes two important variants of the centre-periphery model: 
the ‘Johnny Appleseed’ and ‘magnet’ models. He compares the 
‘Johnny Appleseed’ model to a kind of bard who roams about 
spreading a new message, whereas the ‘magnet’ model attracts agents 
of diffusion to it, as, for instance, universities have long since done. 
Schon sees the advantages of the ‘magnet’ model as tighter control of 
teaching and greater efficiency in the use of teachers, and the dis- 
advantages as less control over what happens afterwards and less 
variation in adaptation to the particular needs of the outposts. On the 
other hand, the ‘Johnny Appleseed’ model allows for adaptation to 
special conditions, but offers less opportunity for ‘the development of 
a critical mass at the centre capable of attracting new adherents’ 
(p. 83). 

It ie that there are certain similarities between Schon’s centre 
-periphery model and Havelock’s RDD model and so some of the 
strengths and weaknesses already mentioned in connection with edu- 
cational innovations developed in the latter would also apply to those 
developed in the former. However, Schon’s conceptualisation throws 
into focus other issues which can be studied by examining the way in 
which many of the Schools Council’s curriculum projects (which are 
examples of innovations developed in the centre-periphery model) 
operated. The project team constituted the centre and they, some- 
times with the help of teachers, developed the innovation which, 
after trials, was disseminated to schools, the points at the periphery. 
The extent to which training was necessary depended on the extent to 
which the innovations departed from usual practice in schools. Pro- 
ject teams were usually based in colleges or universities and, although 
they travelled throughout the country providing support, those 
schools using the innovation located near to the project’s base would 
be in a position to receive greater support than those more distant. 
Moreover, resources were not sufficient for support to be provided 
for every school using the innovation and eventually project teams 
were disbanded and support was no longer available. Distortion of 
the project team’s message took the form of teachers imposing their 
own philosophy and using the innovation in ways or in a form other 
than the team intended. For those schools wishing to adopt the 
innovation in its intended form the availability of support from the 
project team was a considerable benefit. Once teams are disbanded a 
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teachers’ manual is the usual form of support; for many Schools 
Council projects this is the only form of support now available. : 

The ‘Johnny Appleseed’ variant is similar to Havelock’s social 
interaction model. In an educational context Schon’s bard is usually 
the inspector or adviser who spreads his innovation messages as he 
goes from school to school. The advantages and disadvantages of 
innovations developed in this model have already been mentioned. 
Schon also notes the problem of diffuseness associated with this 
model which could mean a lack of impact. 

The ‘magnet’ model also has some of the characteristics of the 
social interaction model and is exemplified as in-service education for 
teachers. Dickinson’s (1975) study indicated the importance of in- 
Service courses as a source of innovative ideas for headteachers. The 


problems of adaptation to particular situations have already been 
discussed. 


Proliferation-of-Centres Model 

This is an elaboration of the centre—-periphery model, designed to 
extend the limits of the simpler model and overcome the sources of 
failure that are inherent in it. It retains the basic centre—periphery 
structure but distinguishes between primary and secondary centres. 
Primary centres support secondary centres which are engaged in the 
diffusion of innovations, thus increasing both reach and efficiency. 
Each secondary centre has the scope of what would have been the 
whole system in the centre-periphery model. In the proliferation 
model the primary centre is a trainer of trainers and specialises in 
training, deployment, support, monitoring and management. 
According to Schon, when this model fails the secondary centres get 
out of control. Sources of failure are variants of the conditions that 
bring about failure in the simpler centre-periphery model. The net- 
work of communication involving money, men, information and 
materials may prove inadequate for the demands made on it. 
Demands on leadership and management may become too heavy for 
the system as the primary centre takes on new responsibilities. The 
motivation of the agent of diffusion may be threatened in the face of 
uncertainty of direction at the centre or when the centre seems 
unresponsive to local needs. Another possible source of failure is the 
conflict between regional diversity and rigidity of the central doc- 
trine. 

An educational innovation that was diffused through a model 
which was very similar to the proliferation-of-centres model is the 
Humanities Curriculum Project. One feature of this innovation 1s 
that the teacher acts in a non-directive manner. Because this consti- 
tutes a such radical departure from normal teaching activity, some 
forms of training and support were considered necessary. In some 
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areas of the country the project team provided such training to small 
groups of key people in teachers’ centres which, in relation to this 
innovation, then became secondary centres able to perform two 
major functions. They were in a position to offer their expertise to 
help those who had already made a decision to adopt the innovation, 
and they were also able to offer in-service courses which might, in 
fact, have assisted in the diffusion of the innovation. The presence of 
knowledgeable, experienced and helpful people in the locality would 
have provided the kind of encouragement and reassurance men- 
tioned in connection with the social interaction model. In some cases, 
the secondary centres might also have helped to prolong the life of 
the innovation well beyond the existence of the project team. 


Before leaving this discussion of models, reference needs to be made 
to the sequence of events mentioned in the opening paragraph of this 
chapter where it was suggested that a decision is made to innovate 
and then an appropriate innovation is selected or created. While this 
might be the most logical sequence it is not the one which always 
operates in schools. It is not unusual for an innovation to come to the 
attention of a teacher or teachers and then for a decision to be taken 
to adopt it. Whatever the sequence of events, a knowledge of models 
is helpful to the innovator. As suggested earlier, such knowledge can 
help the innovator to identify strengths and weaknesses inherent in 
each. The strengths associated with innovations developed or dis- 
seminated according to a particular model might encourage the adop- 
tion of one of these, should an appropriate innovation exist. Know- 
ledge of the possible weaknesses or difficulties would forearm the 
innovator and alert him to the need to take precautionary or remedial 
measures. 


CHARACTERISTICS OF INNOVATIONS 


In addition to the way in which innovations are developed and 
disseminated, it is also claimed that certain characteristics are impor- 
tant factors in determining the extent to which they are adopted and 
implemented. As Barnett (1953) puts it: ‘The reception given to a 
new idea is not so fortuitous and unpredictable as it sometimes 
appears to be. The character of the idea itself is an important 
determinant’ (p. 313). y e 

Several classifications of characteristics of innovations are presen- 
ted in the literature and they have much in common (see Barnett, 
1953; Rogers, 1962; Miles, 1964c; Havelock, 1969; Rogers and 
Shoemaker, 1971). The classification proposed by Rogers and 
Shoemaker will be discussed here. They identify five characteristics: 
relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability and obser- 
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vability. They emphasise an important point about these character- 
istics. It is that it is the potential users’ perceptions of these character- 
istics, rather than the perceptions of experts or change agents, which 
affect the fate of the innovations. Rogers and Shoemaker make this 
point in these words: ‘Like beauty, innovations exist only in the eye of 
the beholder. And it is the beholder’s perceptions which influence the 
beholder’s behavior,’ (p. 138). 


Relative Advantage 

Relative advantage is the extent to which an innovation is seen to be 
better than the idea or practice it supersedes. The advantage may be in 
terms of reduction in cost, saving of time or effort, a decrease in 
discomfort, or greater rewards. In some circumstances the rewards 
may be financial but usually in education the concern will be for an 
improvement in pupils’ learning. It is perhaps not surprising that the 
small amount of available research evidence mentioned by Rogers and 
Shoemaker shows that innovations perceived to have this character- 
istic tend to have a high adoption rate. One problem associated with 
educational innovations and the characteristic of relative advantage is 
that of demonstrating it in some of its dimensions. It might be fairly 
simple to demonstrate that an innovation will save money, or even 
time, but it is impossible to show in advance that it will improve the 


learning of particular pupils. This, in fact, is one of the fundamental 
problems associated with innovation. 


Compatibility 

This is the extent to which an innovation is perceived by potential 
users as being consistent with their existing values, past experiences 
and present needs. An idea that is not compatible with the significant 
characteristics is less likely to be accepted. On the other hand, 
compatibility is more likely to engender feelings of security and 
involves less risk and makes the idea more meaningful to the user. This 
characteristic was discussed earlier in this chapter in relation to models 
of innovation when the term congruence was used. Reference was 
made to problems which might arise in the case of innovations devel- 
oped through RDD and SI models if they were not congruent with the 
philosophy, practice and ability of the teachers who were to use them. 
This relates closely to Rogers and Shoemaker’s point about compati- 
bility with existing values and past experiences. 

The implications of this characteristic for the managers of innovation 
is that they need to be aware of the educational philosophy and the 
abilities of those who are to be involved. If the present needs ofa school 
require an innovation which is at variance with these, then much 
preparatory work is likely to be necessary before such an innovation can 
be introduced with any chance of successful implementation. 
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Complexity 

Complexity is defined as the degree to which an innovation is per- 
ceived as relatively difficult to understand and use. As Rogers and 
Shoemaker point out, some innovations are clear in their meaning to 
potential users and some are not. This might seem to be a statement 
of the obvious and yet lack of clarity about an innovation has been 
shown to be a serious problem in schools (Gross et al., 1971; Nicholls, 
1979). It is a matter which is more fully discussed later in this book. 
Difficulty of understanding might occur because the innovation is 
indeed highly complex or because it is not sufficiently well explained, 
because educational jargon is used, because there is an assumption of 
shared meanings in expressions used, or because the person describ- 
ing or advocating the innovation does not himself have a clear and 
thorough understanding of it. Although Rogers and Shoemaker 
acknowledge the absence of conclusive research evidence on the 
effects of complexity, they express their view quite strongly: ‘The 
complexity of an innovation, as perceived by members of a social 
system, is negatively related to its rate of adoption’ (p. 154). 

If this is the case, and the evidence from the two studies mentioned 
above suggests that it is, then the message for the proposers of 
innovations is self-evident. It is that they should first be very clear in 
their own minds about the innovation; they should then explain it as 
accurately and simply as possible to those who are to be involved; 
finally, they should check that their messages have been understood. 
If the innovation is difficult to use, Or is perceived as being difficult to 
use, the task is one of support, re-training and reassurance. 


Trialability 

This characteristic is the extent t 
Out on a limited basis. It is suggeste 
be tried out in this way are likely to 
there is less risk involved. This is often s 
as an asset in schools. It is a fact that so 
divided and have to be used on an all-or-nothing basis. However, 
there is a tendency in schools to eschew the trying-out of an innova- 
tion on a limited basis in order to establish its usefulness. In part this 
is because of teachers’ dislike of anything which might be construed 
as experimenting with pupils’ education. However, probably the 
main reason why small-scale trials in schools are not undertaken by 
teachers is their reluctance to carry out evaluation. There is no point 
in a trial unless it is evaluated and teachers are not enthusiastic about 
evaluation. 

_ So, while Rogers and Shoemaker state that the trialability of an 
innovation is positively related to its rate of adoption, this is not likely 
to be the case in the field of education. The research evidence they 


o which an innovation can be tried 
d that those innovations that can 
be accepted more readily, since 
een as a problem rather than 
me innovations cannot be 
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quote to support their generalisation is not drawn from education. 
This is not to say, however, that trialability is not a useful character- 
istic to consider. It might be helpful in many instances if teachers 
were to try out innovations on a small scale and carefully monitor and 
evaluate them before proceeding further. Once a commitment to an 
innovation has been made and much time, energy and effort expen- 
ded in its development and implementation, there is a strong reluct- 
ance to discontinue it. Innovation undertaken in this way is unlikely 
to lead to the creation of a self-renewing school, but rather to the 
replacement of one fixed and rigid practice by another. 


Observability 

Rogers and Shoemaker define this as ‘the degree to which the results 
of an innovation are visible to others’ (1971, p. 155). They point out 
that the results of some ideas are easily observed and communicated 
to others, while some innovations are difficult to describe. They 
believe that observability is positively related to the adoption of an 
innovation. There is some support from the field of education for this 
view in the studies of innovating schools carried out by Dickinson 
(1975). He found in the schools he studied that there was an accept- 
ance of innovation that could be seen to be working successfully in 
other schools and that it was innovation of this kind to which the 
schools studied were most susceptible. 

It would appear that this evidence presents the manager of innova- 
tion with a dilemma. On the one hand there is some evidence to 
Suggest that if he introduces an innovation into his school which can 
be seen in a neighbouring school, it is likely to be accepted and 
implemented. On the other hand it has already been noted that what 
is appropriate in one school does not necessarily match the needs of 
another. In introducing an innovation which is in use elsewhere, 
especially if it is done without a careful analysis and evaluation, an 
innovator may be open to the criticism of jumping on the innovation 
bandwagon, and could find himself on the innovation hearse (Nisbet, 
1974). 

The idea underlying the identification of characteristics of innova- 
tions by various writers is to relate the characteristics to the rate of 
adoption of innovations. The writers are concerned to try to account 
for the fact that some innovations seem to be more acceptable than 
others. It has to be acknowledged that there is not a large body of 
empirical research to demonstrate the effects of characteristics of 
innovations on adoption. The five characteristics identified by Rogers 
and Shoemaker (1971), which constitute the most recent of several 
classifications, are based on ‘past writings and research as well as on â 
desire for maximum generality and succinctness’ (p. 137). There is, aS 
well as some research evidence and observations based on experi- 


Selecting an Innovation | 27 


ence, a ‘common-sense’ aspect to the characteristics. Careful thought 
by experienced teachers about the characteristics of relative advan- 
tage, compatibility and complexity would suggest the probable rela- 
tionship with the acceptability of innovations. The characteristics of 
trialability and observability are more problematic in the field of 
education. However, in spite of the common-sense aspect, they are 
factors which are frequently overlooked by innovators. They have 
been included here, as has an analysis of models of innovation, to 
draw attention to the need for managers of innovation to study in 
detail many aspects of innovations before they introduce them into 


schools. 
d in relation to characteristics of 


__ A very important point, raise é S 
innovations, is that it is the potential users’ perceptions which are 
ified by others. The implica- 


significant, rather than attributes identi 

tion of this point for managers of innovations is that they need to 
know what the perceptions of potential users are and this means that 
there must be full and open discussions about innovation. The issues 
of communication and teacher involvement are discussed fully in a 


later chapter. 


Chapter 3 


Introducing and Maintaining 
Innovations 


Once it has been decided that an innovation is to be tried in a school, 
other early decisions which need to be taken concern the way In 
which the innovation (or the idea of the innovation) is to be intro- 
duced to the teachers who are to be involved with it and the way 1n 
which the innovation is to be developed and sustained. These deci- 
sions are likely to have profound effects on the extent to which the 
innovation is successfully implemented. A study of strategies will 
suggest the major approaches that might be taken. The term strategy 
is borrowed from the military field where it means the science and art 
of planning and directing operations against an enemy. A strategy for 
innovation, therefore, implies a planned and systematic attack on a 
problem, or as Miles (1964c) puts it, ‘a general set of policies under- 
lying specific action steps (“tactics”) expected to be useful in achiev- 
ing the durable installation of an innovation’ (p. 648). 


STRATEGIES FOR INNOVATION 


A number of strategies for innovation have been identified and there 
is a high degree of agreement among them. One common element in 
all the strategies is the conscious utilisation and application of know- 
ledge, whether of things or of people, the latter being used to help to 


understand the behaviour of individuals and groups. Frequently, the 
olves both, since even a 


adoption of an educational innovation inv. 
specific ‘thing-oriented’ innovation affects the behaviour of those 
involved. One of the most comprehensive analyses of strategies for 
innovation is that offered by Chin and Benne (1976) who identify 
three major groups of Strategies: first, empirical-rational; secondly, 
normative-re-educative; and thirdly, power-coercive. 


Empirical-Rational Strategies 


Underlying the empirical-rational group of strategies is the assump- 
tion that man is rational and that he will follow his rational self- 
interest once this is revealed to him. An innovation is usually sugges 
ted by someone who knows both its possible effects and the indivi- 
dual, group, or organisation that will be affected by the innovation. 
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The main task of the innovator is to show as effectively as he can the 
validity of the innovation in terms of the gains to be achieved by 
adopting it. This attitude to innovation is based on an optimistic view 
of man and sees the main obstacles to innovation or progress as 
ignorance and superstition. It advocates education as a way of dis- 
seminating scientific knowledge and of freeing man from the ‘shack- 
les of superstition’. 

From the viewpoint of the innovator the empirical-rational 
strategies are probably the easiest to use and involve him in the least 
effort. He is likely to consider his colleagues to be rational human 
beings; he is convinced of the benefits of the proposed innovation and 
believes that if he communicates these to his colleagues they, too, will 
be convinced and therefore willing to adopt the innovation. It is, 
however, a deceptively simple approach, especially in relation to 
innovations which require people to change their behaviour. Some 
studies of innovation in schools have shown that the actual use of an 
empirical-rational approach had certain deficiencies and did not lead 
to a succesful implementation of innovation (Gross et al., 1971; 
Nicholls, 1979). ; A 

Chin and Benne include a number of specific strategies within the 
empirical-rational approach to effecting change. These are basic 
research and dissemination of knowledge through general education, 
personnel selection and replacement, systems analysts as staff consul- 
tants, applied research and linkage systems for diffusion of research 
results and utopian thinking as a strategy for change. While each of 
these can be seen at the theoretical level to have possibilities, each 
also appears to have problems in relation to innovation in schools. 


Normative-Re-educative Strategies RE r 
Chin and Benne’s second group of strategies 1s based on different 
assumptions about human motivation from those underlying the 


empirical-rational. They put it as follows: 


The rationality and intelligence of men are not denied. Patterns of 
action and practice are supported by socio-cultural norms and by 
commitments on the part of individuals to these norms. Socio- 
cultural norms are supported by the attitude and value systems of 
individuals — normative outlooks which undergird their commit- 
ments. Change in a pattern of practice or action, according to this 
view, will occur only as the persons involved are brought to change 
their normative orientations to old patterns and develop commit- 
ments to new ones. And changes in normative orientations involve 
changes in attitudes, values, skills and significant relationships, not 
just changes in knowledge, information or intellectual rationales 


for action and practice. (p. 23) 
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This group of strategies has developed from theories based on the 
work of Dewey, Freud and Lewin; they have the following character- 
istics: 


(1) Emphasis is on the client system and his (or its) involvement in 
working out programmes of change and improvement for him- 
self (or itself). : 

(2) It is not assumed that the client’s problem is necessarily one 
which may be solved by more adequate technical information. It 
is recognised that the problem may lie in the attitudes, values, 
norms and internal and external relationships of the client 
system and that alteration or re-education of these may be 
necessary to solve the problem. x 

(3) A change agent works collaboratively with the client in an 
attempt to solve the client’s problem(s). 

(4) Non-conscious elements which impede the solution of problems 
are brought into the open and examined. 

(5) The change agent and client use methods and concepts drawn 
from the behavioural sciences to deal with problems. 


One aspect of this approach to change which might be unaccept- 
able to British schools is the use of an external change agent, a matter 
mentioned earlier in relation to the problem-solving model of innova- 
tion. Two brief points only will be made here in this connection. The 
first is to suggest that the recent support by the Department of 
Education and Science (DES, 1978) for school-based in-service edu- 
cation and the use of external consultants might help to make the idea 
of using a change agent more acceptable. The second point is to argue 
that it might be more helpful to consider the underlying assumptions 
of the normative-re-educative approach rather than each particular 
characteristic and to suggest that the spirit of the approach is more 
important than the details. 

Chin and Benne discuss two groups of approaches within the 
normative-re-educative perspective, First, there is the improvement 
of the problem-solving capability of a system in which the emphasis is 
on the potentiality of the System to develop and institutionalise its 
own problem-solving structures and Processes, which must deal both 
with human problems of relationship and morale and with technical 
problems of meeting the system’s task Tequirements as set by its 
goals. The second group concerns the releasing and fostering of 
growth in the persons who make up the system to be changed, in 
which the emphasis is on the Person as the basic unit of social 
organisation. Inherent in this approach is the assumption that people 


are capable of creative responses, choices and actions if conditions 
are appropriate. 
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Although Chin and Benne present the two normative-re-educative 
approaches in a. way which emphasises their differences, they point 
out that there are many similarities between them. Both emphasise 
experience-based learning as a feature of all lasting changes in human 
systems and both accept the principle that people must learn to learn 
from their experiences if self-directed change is to be maintained and 
continued. Learning to learn from ongoing experience is an impor- 
tant objective of both approaches. Exponents of both are committed 
to re-education as an essential feature of effective change in human 
systems, and both stress norms of openness of communication, trust 
between persons, lowering of status barriers between parts of the 
system and mutuality between parts as necessary conditions of the 
process of re-education. 

It will be obvious that these strategies for innovation present the 
would-be innovator with a much more difficult, complex and time- 
consuming task than the empirical-rational strategies previously dis- 
cussed. This might be one reason why documented accounts of inno- 
vations in schools indicate that normative-re-educative strategies 
tend not to be used. These accounts show, among other things, that 
attention was focused on the specific innovation and not on the 
procedures and processes associated with innovating from which the 
Participants could have derived valuable insights for further innova- 
tion (see, for example, Brown, 1971; Gross et al., 1971; Smith and 
Keith, 1971; Dickinson, 1975; Nicholls, 1979). 


Power-Coercive Strategies , : 
Of this third group of approaches to effecting change, Chin and 


Benne write: 


It is not the use of power in the sense of influence by one person 
upon another or by one group upon another which distinguishes 
this family of strategies from those already discussed. Power is an 
ingredient of all human action. The differences lie rather in ingre- 
dients of power upon which the strategies of changing depend and 
the ways in which power is generated and applied in processes of 


affecting change. (1976, p. 39) 


s it is knowledge which is seen as 


In the empirical-rational approache: 
h ; it men of knowledge regarded as 


a major ingredient of power, with i 
legitimate sources of power, and a desirable flow of influence or 
power is seen as passing from those who know to those who do not 
through processes of education and of dissemination of knowledge. 
Normative-re-educative strategies do not deny the importance of 
knowledge as a source of power, particularly in the form of know- 
ledge-based technology, and advocates of this approach wish to see 
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much greater emphasis on the use of behavioural knowledge. These 
strategies emphasise collaborative relationships and are opposed to 
coercive and non-reciprocal influence on moral and pragmatic grounds. 

Power-coercive strategies emphasise political and economic sanc- 


tions and the use of moral power, playing on feelings of guilt and 
shame: 


In general, power-coercive strategies of changing seek to mass 
political and economic power behind the change goals which the 
strategists of change have decided are desirable. Those who oppose 
these goals, if they adopt the same strategy, seek to mass political 
and economic power in opposition. The strategy thus tends to divide 
the society when there is anything like a division of opinion and of 
power in that society. (Chin and Benne, 1976, p. 40) 


Chin and Benne believe that these strategies are more widespread 
than most people would be willing to admit and that those out of 
power are not always aware that such strategies are being employed. 
At school level there is some evidence to suggest that power-coercive 
Strategies are widely employed in spite of the current debate (and 
practice in some schools) about staff involvement in decision-making 
(Brown, 1971; Dickinson, 1975; Nicholls, 1979). 

Three variations of power-coercive strategies are discussed by 
Chin and Benne. First, there are strategies of non-violence such as 
those used in schools, colleges and universities to highlight conflicts 10 
values and injustices in patterns of social control. Then there is the 
use of political institutions to achieve change, as, for instance, in the 
passing of laws. Thirdly, there is the recomposition and manipulation 
of power élites to bring about change, a proposal put forward by 
Marx as a means of effecting fundamental social change. It is interest- 
ing to note that the use of re-educative strategies is seen as an 
essential combination of the second and third alternatives. ; 

This leads to a consideration of the point that while these strategies 
have been treated separately for purposes of discussion, in practice 
more than one approach is likely to be ułed. An innovator might 
initially use a power-coercive Strategy and follow this with @ 
normative-re-educative strategy. More likely, however, in the schoo 
situation, would be a combination of power-coercive and empirical- 
rational strategies. The choice of a strategy or strategies by an inno- 
vator will depend not only on the merits of the strategies themselves 
but also on the nature of the innovation, the teachers who are tO 
involved with it and the school into which it is to be introduced. 

Some of the strengths and weaknesses of the practical applications 
of the strategies are worthy of consideration. The empirical-ration@ 
strategies have the appeal of simplicity and ease of use. Teachers are 
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intelligent and rational human beings and the innovator finds it 
reasonable to assume that if he indicates to them the advantages and 
merits of his innovation they will be willing to accept and implement 
it. Teachers, however, like other human beings, are not always 
rational and at times characteristics other than rationality determine 
their behaviour. The fact that many educational innovations exist 
which can be shown to offer certain advantages but which are not 
taken up by teachers suggests that empirical-rational strategies are 
not appropriate in all cases. 
_ The advocates of normative-re-educative strategies argue that last- 
ing and self-sustained innovation can be achieved through their use. 
There is some evidence to support these claims, particularly when 
outside consultants are used (see, for example, Schmuck and Miles, 
1971). Since many educational innovations are complex and require 
changed attitudes, new roles and relationships, and joint planning, 
these strategies would seem to be the most likely to be successful as 
well as being most in keeping with the style of management currently 
advocated. However, they are both time-consuming and difficult and 
require knowledge and skills that might not be present in all schools 
and so might initially necessitate some form of external support. 
Power-coercive strategies, like the empirical-rational have the 
attraction of simplicity and ease of use in those cases where the 
innovation is supported or proposed by the headteacher. He has the 
authority to introduce innovations into his school if he so wishes. 
While these strategies do not fall within what is now considered to be 
an appropriate style of school management they are used in some 
schools with some success. Probably the greatest problem associated 
with the use of these strategies is that of lack of real commitment or 
even opposition by teachers to the innovation. Notable examples of 
this were quoted in the Barker Lunn (1970) study of streaming. Cases 
Were described in which headteachers had introduced the necessary 
administrative procedures for non-streaming but teachers continued 


to stream inside their classrooms. 


INNOVATION AS A PROCESS 


Inherent in two of the strategies, the power-coercive and the empir- 
fat tational, is the implication that they are used by the innovator at 
he outset, either to force or convince acceptance of the innovation, 


Whereas the normative-re-educative implies a longer-term activity. 
is is a significant difference. Accounts of innovations which were 


Not successfully implemented point to the dangers of the innovator 
fore introducing the innovation to the teachers who are to x 
re olved and leaving them to implement it. Such innovators appear to 

gard innovation as a single act rather than asa process, and appear 
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to be concerned with merely introducing innovation and not with the 
more difficult tasks of development and maintenance. Many writers 
discuss and describe stages or phases in the planning, development 
and implementation of innovations. Carlson (1965), for example, 
sees an innovation as having a life-cycle: 


An educational innovation has a natural history and, in a sense, @ 
life cycle. The full account of the life cycle of an innovation is the 
story of its invention, development and promotion, adoption, dif- 
fusion and demise, along with an account of the problems encoun- 
tered and solutions developed in introducing and maintaining the 
innovation in specific settings, and the unanticipated consequences 
growing out of its use. (p. 4) 


Not only does Carlson highlight those aspects of the life of an innova- 
tion to which the innovator needs to give attention if the attempt to 
innovate is to be successful, but he also indicates a means by which 
those involved with the innovation would learn from the experience 
and so become more competent in future innovating activities. 
Two other views of innovation as a process will be discussed 
briefly. The first is that of Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) which is 4 
modification of an earlier five-stage proposal which consisted O 


awareness, interest, evaluation, trial and adoption by Rogers (1962): 
The modified version has four stages: 


(1) Knowledge , The individual is exposed to the innovation’s exist- 
ence and gains some understanding of how it functions. 

(2) Persuasion The individual forms a favourable or unfavoura 
attitude towards the innovation. 

(3) Decision The individual engages in activities which lead to 4 
choice to adopt Or reject the innovation. 

(4) Confirmation The individual seeks reinforcement for the inno- 
vation-decision he has made, but he may reverse his previous 


decision if exposed to confiicti innova- 
i ing m t the inn 
tion. (p. 103) 8 messages abou 


ble 


These stages in the innovation-decisio 
and Shoemaker as being one of three d 
sation of change processes, the oth 
consequences. Antecedents are thos 
the situation before the innovation 
are those which arise from the intr 
conceptualisation has much in com 
of innovation and again draws atte 


n process are seen by Rogers 
ivisions in a wider conceptual 
er two being antecedents a4 
e variables which are present we 
is introduced and consequence” 
oduction of the innovation. TH! 
mon with Carlson’s life-cycle VIO" 
ntion to the many facets of innoV® 
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tion, as well as emphasising the period of time the process of innova- 
tion is likely to take. 

Neither of these conceptualisations gives overt attention to evalua- 
tion (other than in making a judgement about whether or not to 
adopt the innovation) and both seem to be more applicable to inno- 
vations developed outside the school. There is, however, another 
conceptualisation of stages which includes evaluation and revision, 
and which is applicable to innovations that are developed both inside 
and outside the school. This breaks down the process of innovation 
into the following seven steps: problem identification and definition; 
innovation planning; innovation programming and development; 
experimentation; evaluation and revision; dissemination and re- 
vision; implementation (CERI, 1973). 

There is scepticism about the usefulness of some of the concep- 
tualisations of change as a process. Gross and his colleagues (1971), 
for instance, do not accept the five-stage approach to the adoption 
process proposed by Rogers and others as being appropriate for 
studying innovations in schools and other types of organisations. 
They argue that its lack of utility is due to certain of its assumptions 
which are not applicable to the implementation of organisational 
innovations. One basic assumption is that during any of the interme- 
diate stages between initial awareness and ultimate use the individual 
is free to decide whether or not he will try the innovation, and if he 
tries it, whether or not he should continue with it. If he is not 
interested in the innovation he is free to reject it. If he does not rate it 
highly when he tries it he can discontinue his use of it. Gross et al. 
Point out that this assumption does not apply in the case of major 
innovations in schools which are usually initiated by those in author- 
ity both inside and outside the school. They also suggest that the 
Rogers model is more applicable to the adoption of simple techno- 
logical innovations by individuals and it assumes that individuals can 
try out innovations on a small scale without the help or support of 
Other people. It also assumes that trials can be undertaken in an 
either/or fashion and that short trials provide a sufficient evaluation. 
As Gross et al. point out, many educational innovations cannot be 
tried out on a small scale and cannot be implemented without the co- 
Operation and support of a number of teachers. Moreover, many 
educational innovations are so complex that they cannot be tried out 
in an either/or fashion and some may even require several years of 
full implementation before an adequate evaluation of their effective- 
ness can be given. 
one criticisms are valid, but 
aoncerned with the pressures on teac 

ccept and continue to use innovation 
With trials (MacDonald and Ruddock, 1 


particularly important are those 
hers from those in authority to 
s and the problems associated 
971; Shipman, 1974). 
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; i ing and 
Nevertheless, the idea of considering the adoption, pai ae pa 
Ne l entaGon of an innovation as a series of stages rather ager 
ed event might be helpful to teachers. There are many ieee: 
in fhe literature of conceptualisations of ey onic tent a 
which teachers might draw, either to use as they an E REAN, 
suit their own circumstances. Several writers ie aenta 
teachers: involved in innovation are usually expecte: GTO may 
the related activities themselves with little or no nea See Sols, 
1971; Smith and Keith, 1971; CERI, 1973; rong rat) iie 
1979). A recognition of the existence of stages and o N 
associated with each stage in the process of EE prey oul 
age the innovator to realise the magnitude of the task, npr ince’ 
monitoring over a period of time and to provide suppor 

kinds for the teachers involved when and where necessary. 


ACTIVITIES RELATED TO STAGES 


s P innovator 
If the process of innovation is broken down into stages, the inn ( 
h 


is 

as to consider what activities are related to each stage ae Nath 

best able to undertake them. The nature of these as of 

depend on both the innovator’s conceptualisation of the pa but it 
innovation and circumstances into which it is to be introduced, 


3 N i ` e these 
might be helpful to examine the way in which some writers se 
activities. 


Rubin (1968, p. 159) 
lation of an innovation 
tions, each involving an 
strategy selection and a 
using the term strategy 
chapter.) He elaborate. 


saak 
, for example, states that ‘the enen sees 
in a school requires three sequentia de 
umber of discrete steps: preliminary an ie not 
ction’. (It should be noted that Rubin» this 
in the same sense as it was used earlier m 

S on these three operations as follows: 


I Preliminary analysis: 

1 diagnosis of a weakness; 
2 analysis of the responsible factors; 
3 comparison of alternative correctives; 
4 selection of the best corrective, 

II Strategy selection: 
1 what kind of an innovation is to be installed? 
2 who will engineer the installation? 
3 what conditio 


3 : ? 
ns characterise the target environment! 
HI Action: 


1 analysis of the innovatio 
ials and linkage to existi 
2 initiation of motivating 
faction and illuminating 


å Pees ater- 
n’s requirements in training, ™ 
ng systems; ; 
induci sa 
pressures through inducing dis 
the rewards; 


tis- 
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initiation of the influencing strategy; 

initiation of the preparatory activities; 

installing the innovation; 

supporting the transition from old to new; 

linking the innovation to the permanent system. (pp. 160-1) 


NDAHW 


Rubin makes an important point concerning innovative activities 
when he emphasises that no action should be taken ‘until a specific 
weakness has been identified, the target environment has been analy- 
sed, various solutions to overcoming the weakness have been consi- 
dered and a rational selection of an innovation has occurred’ (p. 162). 

A somewhat different approach is taken by Trump (1967), who 
bases his procedures for initiating innovation on his ‘personal experi- 
ences in working with secondary schools for more than three decades 
(P. 66). He outlines and then describes five steps to be taken: 


(1) Analyse co-operatively reasons for present practices. 

(2) Discover what people want that is different from what they are 
doing. 

(3) Make tentative decisions about the priority of proposed 
changes. 

(4) Plan the innovation carefully in terms 0} 
Student preparation, procedures to be follow 
pated effects of the innovation. : 

(S) Determine the times and techniques for evaluation. 


rent perspective on the 


f teacher preparation, 
ed and the antici- 


Watson (1967) takes a completely diffe 
Steps to be taken in what he describes as continuous self-renewal. He 
Proposes ten steps derived from analyses of the process of construc- 
tive thinking and problem-solving. The steps are: sensing, screening, 
diagnosing, inventing, weighing, deciding, introducing, operating, 
evaluating and revising; and he says: ‘Success at each step is partly a 
matter of cognitive clarity about the goal and appropriate methods of 
each process. Success depends also on emotional involvement, on 
Skills which need to be developed, and on social structures which will 
encourage and sustain the desired attitudes’ (p. 110). 
hese examples serve to illustrate that, although there are some 
elements in common, there are differences in the way writers see the 
activities related to stages in the process of innovation. They are 
indications of personal opinions, albeit based on wide experience, 
and tend to be vague. It is not difficult to identify weaknesses and 
Omissions in the proposals. However, they do emphasise the com- 
Plexity of the activities associated with innovation and draw attention 


to the fact that one set of people may not possess the knowledge and 


Skills needed to undertake these activities, so that different tasks may 


ave to be carried out by different people. 
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In showing that there is no general agreement about the steps 
involved in innovation, the examples might encourage innovators to 
propose their own steps. Like so many other facets of innovating, a 
proposal of this kind worked out for a particular school in relation to 
a particular innovation may be the most appropriate. This is not to 
suggest that the ideas and proposals of others should be disregarded, 
but rather that they should be considered and perhaps used as a basis 
for development. The complexity of the innovation and the experi- 


ence of the teachers in innovating are two factors which will influence 
the number of steps required. 


Chapter 4 


The Human Factor in 
Innovation 


ph porene of the headteacher as the initiator of innovation has 
Ta ra she mentioned briefly. The evidence suggests that itis usually 
ae sie who takes the initiative in introducing innovations 
hears bs ool, and even where this is not the case his support is 
fonds aL 9; any innovation proposed by a member of staff. It follows 
ihe ee that the headteacher has the task of imparting his ideas for 
eee yanen to the teachers who will be concerned, and of securing 
Propad icipation. In turn, the teachers will react in some way to the 
sdti ee their reactions are an important factor in the 
betak which the innovation is successfully implemented and must 
aken into consideration by those proposing innovation. 


INNOVATORS AND RESISTERS 
eagerly, quickly and with enthu- 


Some people espouse innovations 
us, reluctant and hesitant and may, 


si i x 
Tie while others are more cautio! 
er some circumstances, totally reject them. Discussions of these 


twi : 2 3 8 
© categories of persons, usually described as innovators or resisters, 


fi : 3 : : a f 
ature prominently in the literature on innovation. Rogers (1962) lists 
ibe innovators and includes 


BE m i used in previous research to describe im 1 
experi owing: advance scouts, lighthouses, pioneers, progressists, 
Sic. and cultural avant-garde ; while Miles (1964c) adds the 
manasi agitator, dreamer, skilful navigator, committed nut, mono- 
tor ER hair and true believer, Nisbet (1974) describes the innova- 
Profe: having the image of being up-to-date, efficient, responsive, 
peo ‘ay and ‘superior to the mass of common conventional 
ii e’ (p. 2). Rogers (1962) points out that the innovator is not 
preis the most respected member of his social system and that he 
impor: venturesomeness’ to the respect of his peers. He plays an 
; ant role in the process of change since his adoption of an 


innovat; : i Rer 
Ovation causes his peers to become aware of it, and if it proves to be 


su ve A 
Ccessful, early scepticism may turn into a recognition of its utility. 


n a later work Rogers (1965), drawing on research in industrial 
ee rural sociology, anthropology and education, gives a 
tiption of the salient characteristics of innovators: 
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Innovators are venturesome individuals; they desire the hazard- 
ous, the rash, the avant-garde and the risky. Since no other model 
of the innovation exists in the social system, they must also have 
the ability to understand and use complex technical information. 
An occasional debacle when one of the new ideas adopted proves 
to be unsuccessful does not disquiet innovators. However, in order 
to absorb the loss of an unprofitable innovation, they must gener- 
ally have control of substantial financial resources. (p. 57) 


Miles (1964c), summing up the limited research in the field of 
education, points to the importance of power as a feature of innova- 
tors. Referring to their personal characteristics, he mentions strength 
and benevolence; intelligence and verbal ability; individualism and 
creativity; authenticity and enthusiasm. However, he also refers to 
the less heroic characteristics of innovators and suggests that they 
might be ‘rebellious, alienated, excessively idealistic (and thus unable 
to cope with problems of the survival of the innovating unit), emo- 
tionally unstable and prone to resentment and rebellion in the face of 
adversity or disillusionment’ (p. 642). 


courageous individuals who unilaterally defied a complacent major- 
ity’ and the development of a David and Goliath syndrome: ‘David, 


accompanied by either rati 
ology consists of, first, rati 
on the basis of reasoned a: 
resist innovations on the basi 
who want change for the sak 
who resist for the sake of resi 
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certain situations the participation of defenders in the change process 
may even lead to the development of more adequate plans and to the 
avoidance of some hitherto unforseen consequences of the projected 
change’ (Klein, 1967, p. 33). 

If the positive side of resistance is considered, the idea of over- 
coming resistance is no longer appropriate. It becomes more approp- 
riate to think in terms of taking account of resistance. In other words, 
it may be more helpful to the successful implementation of an innova- 
tion if its advocates and supporters are prepared to listen to and 
consider seriously the comments of resisters. 

Many other reasons for resistance to innovation are suggested in 
the literature. Writing specifically of teachers, Owen (1973) says that 
resistance is not a simple phenomenon and he describes it as arising 
from a mixture of misunderstanding and ignorance. Other reasons he 
Suggests include fear, the heavy burden of work associated with 
innovation and the desire of some teachers, from time to time, to 
take the easy way out. Lippitt and his colleagues (1958) see resisters 
as being afraid or ignorant, as feeling inadequate, or as clinging to 
existing satisfactions, while Guskin (1969), drawing on research, 
Suggests the following reasons for resistance: (1) a sense of compe- 
tence and self-esteem; (2) feelings of threat and fear; (3) authorita- 
tianism and dogmatism; and (4) a belief in self-fulfilling prophecies. 

If the reasons for resistance can be so varied, advocates of an 
innovation face a difficult task. First, the resistance has to be 
identified. This is not always as simple as it might sound. In many 
Schools it would take a great deal of courage to speak out against an 
Innovation that is being vigorously proposed and supported by those 
in authority. This would be particularly true if the reasons for resist- 
ance were, for example, fear or feelings of inadequacy. So, resistance 
may be present but not openly expressed (Nicholls, 1979). There is 
also the problem of when the resistance is felt. Lippitt et al. (1958) 
Note that it may emerge at the beginning of a change process Or after 
it is under way, or both, and the Gross et al. (1971) study of Cambire 
Shows how resistance developed through deficiencies in the support 
Provided by those in authority. When any resistance has been recog- 
nised there is the task of ascertaining the causes and trying to do 
Something about them if the innovation is not be jeopardised. Estab- 


lishing causes may prove to be extremely difficult, because in some 
Cases teachers may well feel that it is not in their best interests to 
ty and so the reasons given 


admit to feelings of inadequacy or insecurity an¢ r i 
May not always be the real ones. Even where its possible to establish 
© genuine reasons for resistance, remedial measures may be dif- 


Cult and time-consuming. However, several studies have shown that 
Unless attention is given to the underlying causes of resistance the 
"Novation is unlikely to be successfully implemented. Argyris 
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(1967), commenting on the widespread nature of resistance, notes 
the length of time it persists. Writing about thirty-two changes in 
large organisations in which he played a research and consultancy 
role, he makes the observation that ‘after three years there were still 
many people fighting, ignoring, questioning, resisting, blaming the 
re-organization without feeling a strong obligation personally to cor- 
rect the situation’ (p. 53). : 

The frequent use in the literature of the expression ‘overcoming 
resistance’ is perhaps an unfortunate one. It gives the impression 
that resistance is always negative and has to be eliminated. The 
positive aspects of resistance have already been mentioned, but 
enthusiastic and committed advocates of innovation are unlikely to 
take account of these. This was the case in my own study of an 
innovation in a comprehensive school where the criticisms of the 
innovation by one teacher were, in my opinion, well founded, but 
were totally ignored by the supporters of the innovation. A con- 
sideration of the criticisms might well have led to improvements 1n 
the innovation. This led me to suggest that one of the conditions 
which is likely to lead to the successful implementation of innova- 
tions is that account should be taken of resistance where and when it 
exists (Nicholls, 1979). 


PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-MAKING 


Participation in decision-making is regarded by many writers as a 
means of coping with resistance to innovation (Argyle, 1967; Coch 
and French, 1948; Johns, 1973). This viewpoint stems from the con- 
cept of ‘power equalization’ proposed by Leavitt (1965) from which 
it is argued that members of an organisation will show resistance tO 
an innovation unless they have been involved in its formulation. In 
order to overcome this resistance, management must share power 
with those who are to implement the innovation by allowing them to 
participate in decisions about it. Leavitt writes: ‘Power equalization 
has thus become a key concept in several of the prevalent people 
theories, a first step in the causal chain leading toward organ- 
izational change’ (p. 1159). 

Pellegrin (1967) argues that the resister sees himself as being 
acted upon rather than as a participant in change and that, because 
of this, although he may go through the motions of change he 1$ 
unlikely to internalise any alterations in his behaviour. Wilson 
(1966) puts forward the hypothesis that the extent to which partici- 
pative management will stimulate the production of proposals O! 
facilitate the adoption or implementation of innovations wil 
depend, among other things, on the extent to which the decision 
making group itself becomes a highly valued source of incentives 
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ehe extent to which these group-based incentives are congruent 
w those offered by the larger organisation. 
Kan P) makes a similar point in explaining the differences 
phi n the results of an American study of worker participation and a 
es ewe aa carried out in Norway. He argues that the oppor- 
eel o participate was valued highly by the low-status rural female 
cee E in the former study so that innovative procedures were 
Siok E and production increased, whereas there was no increase in 
melee ae in the Norwegian study because participation was less 
elles y the more sophisticated urban male workers. French and his 
Be iat (1960) offer additional explanations for the differences 
that T American study and their own, including the possibility 
Sizani the Norwegian workers had a stronger tradition of being 
ct le in a union than the American workers, they might have 
legiti ered participation through union representatives to be more 
ome: than direct participation. The American study is also criti- 
i ee the grounds of defective design (Gardner, 1977), but it is 
es Sted too that even if the design faults had been avoided there are 
Pisa io other than participation which might have contributed to the 
aS s. These include group size, the dramatic presentation to the 
perimental groups, competition between two of the experimental 
groups, quality of training and knowledge of results given to the 
experimental groups. 
a summarising what is known about p 
ncludes that it is not clear how likely or under wh 
eae es in decision-making will improve worker satisfaction, 
a age productivity, or stimulate organisational innovation. Writing 
ert e later, however, Havelock (1969) maintains that participant 
vement ‘may be accepted asa general “Law of Innovation” ’ (ch. 


10, p. 83). 

the pecially in the field of education the picture is equally unclear. At 

ré evel of belief there are conflicting views. Maclure (1973) in a 
port of an international conference offers this observation: 


e that the case for teachers’ 


The English view . . . would probably b > 
unds of philosophy, which 


a . 3 
Settee is most formidable, not on groun 
Not a strong point in English education circles, but on grounds of 


Practice — that is to say, that the best way to enlist a teacher’s 
he idea of innovation as a 


G ; i 
iment to any innovation or to t 2a of atior 
current phenomenon in education, is to implicate him in the 
process; because unless he is SO implicated, he can and will resist and 
n all probability defeat the efforts of the innovators. (pp. 41-2) 


e conference was that 


How. : 
ever, a minority view expressed at the sam e) 
lum decisions that 


tea 3 è 
chers ought to be restricted in the kind of curricu! 
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they could make, while one member felt that ‘teachers ought not to 
have a say in the making of choices since all they knew was teaching 
and could not be responsible to society’ (Maclure, 1973, p. 41). 

From the viewpoint of teachers themselves, there would appear to 
be differences in the extent to which they wish to be involved in 
decision-making. In an American study Belasco and Alutto (1975) 
found that some teachers participate in more decisions than they want 
to (in which case they are described as decisionally-saturated), some in 
about the desired number, and some in fewer decisions than they 
would wish to (in which case they are described as decisionally- 
deprived). The decisionally-deprived tended to be younger males in 
tural secondary schools, while the decisionally-saturated, who 
expressed the greatest job satisfaction, tended to be older females in 
urban elementary schools. Belasco and Alutto suggest, like Jackson 
(1968) and Lortie (1969), that many teachers, particularly of younger 
pupils, derive their greatest satisfaction from work in the classroom 
with their pupils, rather than from participation in the wider affairs of 
the school. Hoyle (1974) has identified two categories of teachers: 
extended professionals and restricted professionals. One of the differ- 
ences he sees between them is the extent of their desire to be involved 
in decision-making about school matters. 

The CERI (1973) report of case studies of innovation includes the 
comment that while many studies of innovation Start with the assump- 
tion that greater involvement of teachers in innovations automatically 
produces better results and faster dissemination, there is no evidence 
in the case studies to support this assumption. A further observation is 
that the Schools Council in particular, where teacher involvement is 
substantial, ‘tends to concentrate on relatively traditional curriculum 


} om clear and the problem i 
compounded by the fact that it appears that teachers differ in the 


extent to which they want to be involved in decision-making. 
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However, despite the lack of clear evidence about the effects of 
participation, it is suggested here that teacher involvement in deci- 
sion-making about innovation is more likely to lead to successful 
implementation under certain conditions and for a variety of reasons. 
The first reason relates to the nature of contemporary society. We 
live in a period in which citizens are demanding and acquiring a 
greater say in the way society operates. This is reflected in schools 
and there is certainly a great deal of discussion about a greater 
involvement of teachers in deciding the affairs of the school. It is 
difficult to establish how widespread is the actual participation of 
teachers and practices vary widely from school to school. Neverthe- 
less, the climate for participation is present. Teachers are now better 
Prepared than previously, through both initial and in-service training, 
for involvement in decisions about innovation and so, for this reason 
too, might expect and demand it. 

In the earlier discussion of strategi 
Pdvanagss of the normative-re-educative str: 

8 and self-sustained innovation were Su 
emphasises collaborative relationships and t 

‘arriers, 

An important factor that needs to be considered is the nature of 
Participation. It has been shown previously that the most common 
Situation is for an innovation to be proposed by the headteacher. Any 

Iscussions involving teachers are likely to be concerning details 
about the proposed innovation rather than about whether or not the 
innovation is an appropriate one for the school. Dickinson’s (1975) 
Study of innovation in secondary schools led him to the observation 
that there was a dearth of what he described as ‘meaningful consulta- 
tion’ and that where there was consultation it was always about the 
method of implementation and administrative arrangements related 
to the innovation and never on its justification and relevance. This 
Was also a feature noted in other studies of innovation (Gross et al., 

971; Smith and Keith, 1971; Nicholls, 1979). It may be that pari 
Pation of this kind is not highly valued by teachers and that their 
awareness of not having been party to the most significant decision 
May, at least in part, account for a lack of relationship between 
Participation’ and successful implementation. 1 

ther difficulties may arise because of what might be termed 

Pseudo-consultation’ or ‘pseudo-participation’. Teachers have 

quoted me examples of situations existing in their schools in which 


a cher committees have been set up only to have their recommenda- 
Ns or suggestions totally ignored or rejected. The teachers involved 
fio had the expectation that their advice would be = se 
abon These situations may have arisen because of a lack of clarity 

ut the terms of reference of the committees rather than because of 


ies for innovation the possible 
ategy in relation to last- 
ggested. This strategy 
he lowering of status 
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a deliberate attempt to create an impression of consultation, but, 
whatever their cause, they can lead to feelings of frustration and ill- 
will and are unlikely to result in enthusiasm for the headteacher’s 
own proposals. (Matters concerning the nature and extent of teacher 
participation in decision-making impinge very closely on the role of 
the headteacher and his style of leadership; these are discussed in the 
next chapter.) 

The other problem mentioned earlier in connection with teacher 
involvement was that of teachers’ own wishes for it. It is likely that in 
most schools, whatever their size, there will be teachers who would 
very much like to be involved in making decisions about innovations 
and their development, and others who would prefer to leave the 
whole matter to the headteacher and their colleagues, while they get 
on with the job of teaching their pupils. What is to be done about this 
latter group of teachers in those schools where there is provision for 
staff involvement? Are they to be forced to participate, perhaps 
making little contribution, or are they to be allowed not to, perhaps 
thereby being regarded by their colleagues as not accepting their full 
professional responsibilities? There is no clear-cut answer to this 
difficult problem. In a school that has participative decision-making 
and a climate in which such matters can be discussed constructively, 
this could well be an appropriate problem for the staff to tackle. 


Chapter 5 


The Role of the Head 


bi eet ar of the role of the headteacher or principal in relation 
be oe ih a briefly mentioned previously, is recognised by several 
akont oyle (1974) observes that the headteacher has the necessary 
patel Ay introduce innovations into the school, that he has the 
er aay nity to see the school as a whole and thus identify the need 
nnna ei that he controls the resources usually required by 
tion’ Ng oie that he has contact with the ‘messengers of innova- 
re e headteacher is not only able to initiate innovation himself 
wish ig is needed by an individual or group of teachers who 
teacher introduce an innovation. The relative autonomy of the 
ae his classroom puts considerable demands on the head- 
nosati eadership skills when he himself wishes to introduce an 
im ion. Hoyle sees the leadership role of the headteacher as an 
é portant but insufficient answer to the problems of innovation in 
chools. 

Hoyles (1968), too, stresses the i 


ani é á 
Pandey since the education sys 
states that the rate and nature of innovation depend very largely 


ae but that he is limited by the quality and stability of his staff. 
key f onald and Rudduck (1971) also refer to the headteacher as a 
of a gure and see him as needing to have understanding, knowledge 
also rriculum development in order to make appropriate choices, and 
BF ‘Ae be sensitive to the tensions that invariably arise 1n the process 
grou Pe cn and to provide for the innovating teacher a back- 
su nd of support without dominance’ (p. 150). The headteacher’s 
ieee role is also mentioned by several other writers (Hoyles, 
; Richardson, 1975; Nicholls, 1979). 


mportance of the headteacher as 
tem allows him so much freedom. 


SUP 
PORT FOR INNOVATION 


ili sis: 
ty and headteachers might argue that it 1 b 
to be involved in the innova- 


development and/or implemen- 


— 
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tation. They would also maintain that they provide support a 
innovating teachers. In many cases this means that, as well as ee E 
favourably on the innovation, they will help the innovating teac ei 
in any way they can, should the teachers ask for help. Some studies ; 
innovations have indicated that such a notion of support is insufficien 
for the successful implementation of complex educational innova- 
tions (Gross et al., 1971; Smith and Keith, 1971; Nicholls, et r 
In their study of a complex innovation in an elementary school 1 
the United States, Gross and his colleagues (1971) came to ris 
following conclusion. The starting point for an explanation of varia 
tions in the success of implementing innovations should be based 2 
the assumption that if there is resistance to change this should : 
Overcome as an initial prerequisite for implementation. The degree t 
which an innovation is implemented is a function of the extent to 


which five conditions are present during the period of attempted 
implementation. The five conditions are: 


(1) There should be clear understanding of the innovation. ine 

(2) Members of the Organisation should have the capabilitie 
necessary to carry it out. 

(3) Materials and other resources should be available. . 

(4) Organisational arrangements should be compatible with the 
innovation, ae 

(5) Staff must be willing to expend the time and effort require 
even if the above conditions are present. 


Gross et al. state that the exte 
present is a function of the pe 
the responsibility of manag 
conditions. 


In my own study of a complex educational innovation in a compre 
hensive school in the United Kingdom (Nicholls, 1979), I reache 


similar conclusions. I identified conditions likely to lead to successful 
implementation as follows: 


R ii e 
nt to which the above conditions hae 
tformance of management and cage eae 
ement to create and/or maintain t 


(1) There should be a cl 


ear understanding qf the innovation. 
(2) The teachers should 


have the necessary knowledge of p. lanin 
processes and the skills and abilities to develop and carry out 
innovation. 


(3) Criteria for the evalu 
advance. 

(4) Account should be tak 
is identified. 

(5) There should be knowle 
cess of implementing th 


‘ in 
ation of the innovation should be stated 

‘ it 
en of resistance to the innovation whe” 


A n ro- 
dge of and attention given to the P 
e innovation. 
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(6) Effective channels of communication should be established and 
used by all those involved with the innovation. (pp. 292-3) 


In a discussion of the responsibilities of management, I suggested that 
these go beyond those proposed by Gross et al., namely, the creation 
and/or maintenance of the conditions conducive to implementation. I 
wrote: 


It is suggested that the innovator has an important task to under- 
take before the innovative attempts are started. This task is to carry 
out a thorough situation analysis to determine whether the condi- 
tions for likely success are present or could be established. Assum- 
ing that following the situation analysis a decision is made to 
introduce the innovation, the innovator has the further responsibil- 
ity of monitoring the innovation and providing the support and 
resources that are needed for its successful planning and 


implementation. (p. 295) 


Both these views of the responsibilities of management indicate that 
they extend over all phases of the life of the innovation. The conclu- 
sions of my (1979) study of a school (given the fictitious name of 
Heathfield) will be discussed more fully to illustrate some issues of 
importance to the role of the headteacher in relation to innovation. 
_ The study was concerned with the initiation, planning and 
implementation of a complex educational innovation, which included 
the integration of some humanities subjects, unstreamed classes and 
team-teaching. Although conceived initially as a single innovation, 
the early division of the members of staff involved into two planning 
groups resulted in the emergence of two forms of the innovation, one 


of whi i E upils and the other 
ich was intended for first- and second-year p T package was 


for third. a P : : t 

lird-year pupils. The life-history of the innova Jach $ 
described and nualyeed from the time of the proposal for its ee 
tion into the school until it had been in use in the school ion ree 
Years. The problems and difficulties encountered by the sta eat ee 


Planning of i i i i d it was shown 
5 t entified and it 
inn g of the innovation were id plemente d. In one of 


ovation as it was envisaged t fully imi 
s envisaged was not fully 
P © two forms that emerged (for first- and second-years) ueyran 
oe implementation, while in the other (for third-years) 
tmplete lack of implementation. 
Ong support for the innovation W 


were j ; 
show 1n post when it was first propose 


inted 

menn later by the third-year teachers and by a DEN Escher 

in i ber of staff. Resistance was considered to be a sign a tortie 
he lack of implementation of the innovation intende 


Year pupils. 


as shown by most teachers who 
d, although resistance to it was 
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The manner in which the proposal for the innovation was made to 
the teachers was shown to be of significance although not in relation 
to resistance as is suggested in the literature, but rather in respect of 
lack of clarity about what the innovation entailed. Not only did the 
teachers have an unclear picture of what was involved and of their 
own part in the innovation, but also the headmaster whose proposal it 
was had no clear view. Moreover, the lack of clarity which was 
apparent at the outset remained throughout the period of the study. 
It is difficult to see how the teachers with an unclear picture of the 
innovation could possibly hope or be expected to play an intelligent 
part in its implementation. 

A major problem identified in the study was a lack of relevant 
knowledge and abilities on the part of the teachers which manifested 
itself in a variety of ways. First, there was an inability to articulate 
certain fundamental principles related to the innovation and to iden- 
tify the practical implications of these in terms of classroom practices. 
In particular these were concerned with integration, team-teaching 
and unstreamed classes. This lack of ability contributed to the persis- 
tent lack of clarity about the innovation which in turn contributed to 
the failure to implement it Properly. There was also a lack of know- 
ledge and ability on the Part of the teachers in the approach to 
curriculum planning which they tried to use. This manifested itself in 
: x uin jectives, uncertainty about the order of 
their planning activities, confusion about means and ends, absence O 
appropriate assessment techniques and a lack of structure and s€- 


One of the two forms 
displayed none of the char 


me r 
urse of the study to bring it clos? 
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to the original intentions but these attempts failed because of the 
resistance of some of the teachers involved. The early division of the 
teachers into two planning groups was one factor which permitted 
this form of the innovation to develop. The headmaster knew that he 
lacked the wholehearted support of one teacher for the innovation as 
it was envisaged, but he did not deal with this at the outset, and the 
formation of two planning groups gave the teacher greater oppor- 
tunity to deviate from the initial intentions. 

The inadequacy of communication among the innovating teachers 
and between them and the headmaster was identified as an important 
problem. Ineffective communication was a factor in the lack of clarity 
about major dimensions of the innovation, which in turn affected 
implementation. It was also a factor related to the teachers’ lack of 
knowledge and to the absence of any attempts to cope with resistance 
to the innovation. i ‘ 

Throughout the study the teachers involved gave all their attention 
to the innovation itself and devoted no time to any consideration of 
the actual processes of planning or implementation of the innovation. 
Two consequences would appear to follow from this. First, it seems 
likely that the innovation will become a permanent feature in the 
school, partly because of the effort put into its development and the 
teachers’ commitment to it and partly because of the absence of any 
Objective evaluation procedures. Secondly, in spite of their involve- 
ment over a period of almost four years the teachers did not appear to 
have learned how to plan and manage change. In other words, they 
had Not identified principles or practices which they could apply or 
Use in relation to another innovation. Í : 

. I also discussed the role of the headmaster 1n relation to the 
innovation. The proposals for the innovation came from him; he 
Presented his ideas about it to the teachers in a brief paper and at two 
Meetings, but he had not worked it out clearly himself; he set up act 
Planning groups to plan the innovation and left them to get on wit d 
the work. He asked for samples of the course to be shown to him an 
he made very few alterations to these. It has been suggested that Tn 
nowledge of curriculum planning may not have been great. Fa 
retrospect he was able to see that he had made mistakes in the way he 
introduced and managed the innovation. It would appear that there 


were two major deficiencies in his strategy for change. , 

to analyse sufficiently the situation into which he wished to introduce 
a Particularly complex innovation. He took no steps to — 
Whether the members of staff who were to be involved had a clear 
Understanding of the innovation and of the practical implications 


Peer with it, or whether they had the necessity Knee 
shi ilities i it out. iti ; 
and abilities to plan it and to carry it OM: hool, he gave 


Wishi A : 
Shing to stimulate innovations throughout the s 
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complete responsibility to the humanities teachers for this particular 
innovation. In trying to promote widespread innovation in his school, 
he failed to monitor and support sufficiently the humanities innova- 
tion. The effects of these deficiencies were that the teachers were put 
into the position of having to plan and develop an innovation about 
which they were unclear and for which they were lacking certain 
knowledge and skills. In spite of tremendous effort and considerable 
goodwill towards the innovation, difficulties arose, some of which 
they did not recognise and some of which they appeared to be unable 
to resolve. The headmaster was not aware of or did not recognise 
some of the difficulties and was not able to resolve the problem of 
resistance shown by some teachers. P 
These findings led to the proposal of a number of conditions which 
are likely to prove helpful in the promotion of innovation and which 
were outlined earlier (see p. 48 above). It is not claimed that the 
presence of this set of conditions will ensure the successful planning 
and implementation of an innovation, but it is suggested that success 
is more likely if the conditions exist. There are a number of practical 
implications related to the creation and/or maintenance of these 
conditions which the headteacher or principal needs to consider. 
Those initiating innovations in schools need to recognise the com- 
plexities of most educational innovations. Many involve teachers 19 
fundamental changes in their traditional roles which may cause feel- 
ings of insecurity which can sometimes reveal themselves as resist- 
ance to the innovation. Many teachers might not be able to make the 
changes without some forms of re-educative activity. This was show? 
to be the case in the study of Heathfield. It was also shown that the 
complexities of the innovation demanded knowledge, skills and abili- 
ties which the teachers did not have. It is necessary to recognise tha 
the act of initiating or introducing an innovation, even when it IS 
accepted willingly by teachers, is insufficient. Development an 
implementation of an innovation are both processes which need to pe 


monitored and supported through hool the 
headmaster, for what to him w + i ola > ee 


tion and then gave full respons 
tion to the teachers, so that 
encountered. In proposing a 
a clear picture of what it e 
teachers involved. It was sh 
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Some resistance to a proposed innovation might exist or it might 
develop during the process of planning or implementation. Resist- 
ance to the innovation was shown at Heathfield, was not properly 
dealt with and was still present at the end of the study. Resistance 
shown by the third-year planning group resulted in the development 
ofa course which bore little resemblance to the original concept. The 
resistance shown by the newly appointed teacher to the first- and 
second-year course resulted in strained personal relationships and in 
his exclusion from planning activities. Gross et al. suggest that over- 
coming resistance is an initial prerequisite for implementation and I 
do not disagree with this but also take the view that the grounds for 
resistance should be carefully examined by the innovator since resist- 
ance can have its positive aspects. At Heathfield School if the 
first- and second-year group of teachers had been willing to listen to 
and seriously consider this teacher’s views both the innovation and 
Personal relationships in the group might have been improved. A 
Particularly important condition and one which might be the most 
difficult to establish is the creation of effective channels of communi- 
cations both among teachers and between them and the headteacher. 
It was shown in this study that there was inadequate communication 
about major dimensions of the innovation, about the teachers’ reser- 
vations or fears and about the conflicting views of an individual and a 
group. It would appear to be important to create a climate in which it 
IS quite acceptable to bring into the open and to admit to colleagues 
doubts, fears, or inabilities, and in which conflicting viewpoints can 
be discussed frankly. Many innovations are likely to generate doubts, 
feelings of insecurity and differing viewpoints and if these are not 
brought out and examined so that help or reassurance can be given 
and perhaps adjustments of views made, problems are likely to 
develop which will adversely affect the innovation. It should be 
Tecognised, however, that the creation of such an atmosphere might 

e extremely difficult in some schools and could constitute an innova- 
tion in itself. This matter is discussed in more detail in the following 


chapter. TA 
The conditi i son implies that teachers have o 
ition concerning evaluation 1mp. je: 
face the possibility that an Rnoveiioi might not be seg mene only 
Partially successful and that changes to it might have to be ma be 
Could be a difficult possibility to face since there has often een a 
Breat commitment of time, energy and effort to an innovation, p'us 


an emoti i i en career expectations. 
ional i d sometimes €V exp 
fete aie rease the possibility that the 
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mativ tion would ine 
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end rather th sedi attention to evalua- 
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extent to which it undertook the testing of new ideas and practices 
and retained only those for which there was sufficient positive evi- 
dence. 

The conditions which suggest that teachers might profitably pay 
attention to the process of curriculum planning and of implementa- 
tion of innovations are predicated on the assumption that innovations 
are likely to be a permanent feature of teachers’ professional activi- 
ties. Teachers who learn principles from their involvement in one 
innovation which can be applied to other innovations are likely t° 
become more expert in this field. In this study the teachers paid only 
superficial attention to the process of curriculum planning and the 
problems they experienced have been described. No attention at all 
was given to a strategy for the implementation of the innovation. 
They did not appear to have derived from their experience with this 
particular innovation principles related to planning and implementa- 
tion which they could apply in a professional life of continuous 
adaptive change. 

The suggested set of conditions implies that considerable time may 
have to be allowed for innovative attempts. The amount of time 
necessary will vary according to the needs of particular schools and 
possibly according to the complexity of the innovation. Even before 
the actual innovative attempts begin, time is needed for the innovato” 
to carry out his analysis of the situation. 

Analysis would be concerned first with an examination of a 
extent to which the Proposed innovation is congruent with the overa 
purposes of the school and then with an assessment of the extent 2 
which the proposed conditions exist or can be created. The analysis !5 
likely to indicate how much time might have to be spent on ss 
activities as planning, reading, discussion developing knowledge an 
understanding of principles related to the innovation and of prim 
ciples related to planning and implementation. Time may be require 
also for a range of re-educative activities. 

To suggest that the set of conditions I have proposed s 
operate in a school in order to increase the possibility of the suce®” 
ful implementation of an innovation is to emphasise both the ape 
plexities and difficulties which confront teachers who wish to OF n 
required to innovate, and the responsibility of headteachers to. far 
up to the difficult task of creating and/or maintaining the conditions 
This raises the question of whether all schools are able to cope W! 


| 5 ; ide 
m installation of complex innovations without some form of outsid 
elp. 


While the creation and 
ditions are likely, 
cessful, they are a 
innovating more 


ess- 


maintenance of the proposed set of ser! 
On the one hand, to make innovations more : a 
Iso likely, on the other hand, to make the tas dy 
difficult. The evidence from the Heathfield st" 
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leads me to the view that many schools would be likely to benefit 
from some external help and support. So much knowledge, so many 
abilities and skills are needed to carry out the range of activities 
associated with the planning and implementation of many innova- 
tions that they are unlikely all to be present in any one school, and 
contributions might usefully come from colleges, polytechnics, uni- 
versities, local education authorities, teachers’ centres and other 
schools. To call in outside help and support is not common practice in 
schools, and considerable changes in attitude would have to take 
place before this could happen on a voluntary basis. An important 
factor identified in this study and seen elsewhere was the inability of 
the teachers to recognise their own shortcomings and to identify 
problems so that they would not have known where and when they 
needed help even had it been available. This suggests the possibility 
of an external consultant from the outset who is able to recognise 
what help is needed and when it is needed and who is in a position to 
Provide the help either personally or by calling in someone else. 
While teachers might benefit from assistance in many aspects of an 
Innovation, it is suggested that evaluation is an area in which an 
Outside consultant might prove to be particularly valuable. The 
emotional involvement and heavy commitment of time, energy and 
effort to an innovation make it extremely difficult for those teachers 
involved to stand back and make an objective evaluation. The reluct- 
ance of teachers to carry out objective evaluation was noted in the 
€athfield study and is also generally recognised. , 
_ The use of outside consultants by teachers does not imply an 
imposition of ideas or practices from outside. The suggestion 1$ that 


Ser iemiaan a mine, plan and 
i F! help teachers to examine, p 
A eae ee oye heir schools. 


` . . . 
Mplement the innovations they wish to introduce into the ee 
Owever, whatever the role of an external consultant might be an 


etal is mi it may well be seen to impinge 
early this might be defined, it may We- 2% headteacher to 
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most cases, this would be within the school. In order to save time and 
to help him carry out his task more efficiently the consultant needs to 
be well briefed about conditions within the school. This may well raise 
questions about how much information a headteacher feels able to give 
to an outside person. On the one hand there are matters of confiden- 
tiality and on the other there are the responsibilities to the consultant. 
Just as it is important that the consultant should be adequately 
briefed about the school, so is it important that the staff should be 
made fully aware of what has been agreed and what is likely to take 
place. It is likely that it will be the headteacher who makes the 
arrangements with a consultant, and even if the staff agreed initially 
to the use of a consultant they are likely to feel apprehensive and 
uncertain about the exercise. These feelings could easily be trans- 
formed into opposition in the absence of knowledge of what was 
going to happen. Besides this, teachers need to know in order to 
reduce the chances of the development of misunderstandings as the 
consultancy proceeds. The exercise is likely to be delicate enough 
without the addition of problems created by ignorance. 5 
The use of consultants in schools is not a simple matter and there 1S 
very little experience of it in the United Kingdom; it is well estab- 
lished in the United States. Drawing on experience from both sides of 
the Atlantic, Bell (1979) discusses some of the implications of using 
consultants in school, concentrating on the relationship between the 
client and the consultant. He raises a number of important issues, On€ 


of which might serve as a useful guideline for client and consultant. 
He writes: 


Both client and consultant have to be aware that the consultancy 
process confers rights and responsibilities on all of the parties 
involved in it, although the literature tends to concentrate on t 


rights of the client and the responsibilities of the consultant. 


other aspects are equally important to both parties, especially if tie 
client is to use the services 


of the consultant in the most effectiv 
way. (p. 57) 


DECISION-MAKING 


A central issue in a school that is affected by and is initiating innov®” 
tion is the creation of a style of leadership which is effective in terms 
of managing such a complex organisation and which also take 
account of the views and opinions of those who are teaching there 
Bernbaum (1976) suggests that it is possible to argue for a model © 
the role of the headteacher which differs from the model which 


predominated in the immediate Past, and he puts forward two alter 
natives: 


The Role of the Head / 57 


the changed conditions, especially in the 
hools, require heads who may be skilled 
ors capable of a kind of scientific and 
detailed control of the decision-making processes. Others, 
however, may reject such a view in favour of a non-directive role 
for the head, who, it is argued, cannot possibly be the essentially 
dominant figure of the past. In particular, it is suggested that the 
head should recognise the rights and potential power of the teach- 
ing staff to whom more control should be given. (p. 22) 


It can be argued that 
large comprehensive sc 
and trained administrat 


s two dimensions of the second- 
ditional (or local) role and an 
first dimension is character- 
mitment and his past- 


A study by Hughes (1976) suggest 
ary school headteacher’s role: a tra 
innovating (or cosmopolitan) role. The 
ised by the headteacher’s regular teaching com 
oral relation to and personal involvement with both members of 
staff and pupils. The innovating dimension, which indicates an 
Openness to external professional influences, is characterised, 
according to Hughes, by ‘the head’s readiness to take the initiative 
in getting staff to try out new ideas and media; the head’s involve- 
ment in educational activities outside his own school; the import- 
ance attached to the head finding time for personal study’ (p. 55). 

Within each dimension a headteacher might have a high or low 


rating and this leads to the typology in Figure ‘Su. 


Innovating 
dimension 


Traditional 
dimension 


high 


low 


1 The role of the headteacher. 


Figure 5. 


The four categories can be described as follows: 
sonal teaching and past- 


in per - ] 
ernal professional influ- 


(1) The abdicator — below average 
to ext 


oral emphasis and in openness 

2 ences. , 

) The traditionalist — above average 1m personal teaching and 

pastoral emphasis but below -average in openness to external 
professional influences. 
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(3) The innovator — below average in personal teaching and past- 
oral emphasis but above average in openness to external pro- 
fessional influences. . 

(4) The extended professional — above average in personal teaching 
and pastoral emphasis and in openness to external professional 
influences. 


The headteacher’s style of leadership determines the kind of 
authority structure that prevails in schools and Nevermann (1974) 
identifies four types: 


(1) The authoritarian/bureaucratic type in which the principal takes 
decisions autocratically in a hierarchical organisation. 

(2) The consultative type in which the principal retains final author- 
ity though he delegates more and uses consultative procedures. 

(3) The collegial type in which authority rests with the professiona 
staff, the principal acting as an executive, and in which pupils 
and parents may be consulted. 

(4) The full participatory type in which authority rests with pro- 
fessional staff, students and perhaps parents and non-pro 
fessional staff. 


This clarification of the concept of participation relates to the points 
made in the previous chapter about the need for the terms of pail 
ence of staff groups and committees to be made quite clear if 6) 
feeling is not to be generated. This view is shared by Peters (13% 


who, after commenting on the difficulty of establishing the machinery 
for consultation, writes: 


But the terms on which others are being consulted should be made 
clear ... Is this a situation where a meeting is summoned sO ti 
the headmaster may seek advice which perhaps he will not qae 
Or Is it a meeting at which what is decided is going to be done: for 
Rationality requires not a haphazard summoning of retainers le 
‘advice and consent’ but a structured situation in which peoP 
know where they stand. (p. 311) 


Decisions by a headteacher about the sharing or delegation a 
responsibility for decision-making and the retention of ee 
make decisions himself require very fine judgement, and whet 
decisions are made are open to misinterpretation by others- 
problem is well stated by Richardson (1975): 


ing 
It seems that there can be no release from the problem öt m i ut 
judgements, in the face of continually changing situations, 
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when to retain and when to delegate power to make decisions. 
Failure to delegate authority is easily identifiable as autocracy or 
dictatorship. But the handing over of more and more authority to 
others can just as easily be identified as abdication. The head must 
preserve a precarious balance between trusting people to do their 
jobs and providing the supportive framework within which they 
can function. (p. 104) 


In relation to innovation, part of the solution to the extent of delega- 
tion and shared responsibility may well lie in the nature of the 
Supportive framework which the headteacher provides. Both 
Richardson (1975) and Hoyles (1968) refer to the headteacher as a 
teacher of teachers, while studies of innovation previously mentioned 
Stress the need for appropriate support from those in authority 
(Gross et al., 1971; Nicholls, 1979). 
_ Responsibility for running a schoot rests with the headteacher and 
it is for him to decide whether he wishes to share his responsibility 
With his colleagues and, if so, to determine the bases for sharing. Of 
the three types of authority structure described by Nevermann (1974) 
Which involve shared responsibility, the full participatory type is most 
rare. Even the collegial type is uncommon, and it is probably the 
consultative type that would be favoured by most headteachers who 
are willing to delegate (although not necessarily by tegien 
owever, a headteacher who wants innovation in his school and ee 
Wants a greater involvement of his staff in decision-making in t P 
expectation of facilitating innovation may well face some pacia 
Problems. This was the case for the headmaster of Heathfield ae k 
ea problems serve to raise issues Which may be of relevance to other 
adteachers in a similar situation. ; 
e wanted ote in his school and he genuinely ita 
8reater involvement of his staff in decision-making. In preparan n 
Or the creation of the new comprehensive school he eens 
abi, ument on school organisation which very clearly paa ae ie 
af © responsibilities and involvement to his staff. n ` m ie 
ae three years he was disappointed in the extent tay sc an 
ci cepted this sharing of responsibility. His desire for the A ep 
oe of the staff in decision-making and the procie of ais 
Sep oe not materialise. There appeared to be a number 
IS State of affairs. A d 
in n common with other human beings, the Hegde dep 
consistencies of behaviour which resulted in his on eA 
and t precluding the achievement of his twin on oe Ee nason 
e staff involvement. For instance, there seemed to eie 
ACY between his apparent autocratic Or power-coercive i ee 
aY he initiated the innovation and what appeared to 
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faire attitude towards the planning groups. However, behaviour which 
appeared to be autocratic or power-coercive might not entirely have 
been intended to be so. While he acknowledged that there was an 
element of power-coercion in his innovation strategy, he was very much 
a rational man and his strategy was mainly empirical-rational. He 
appeared to be very firmly convinced of the effectiveness of argument. 

Another difficulty was that he was the main source of ideas in F 
school. Although his teachers supported him in many ways, they di 
not produce many proposals for innovation. Not only did this imponi 
a considerable burden on him, but it also meant that he was perceive 
by his staff as a man with firm ideas who liked to see these ideas put 
into practice. Although he would have welcomed their ideas, those 
staff who had some proposals felt that because he had so many ideas 
of his own he would not want to consider theirs. 

Perhaps this was a deficiency in communication as much as a 
thing else (an issue to be disucssed fully in the next chapter) an 
indeed the problem of inadequate communication manifested itself in 
another matter related to the staff involvement. This was the head- 
master’s document on school organisation which reflected his concen 
that staff should be actively involved in decision-making and was, @ 
the same time, an example of his foresight, his attention to detail, his 
tremendous hard work, and also his problem of communicating wit i 
members of staff. The document was lengthy and it contained c 
cepts and language unfamiliar to most of the teachers but it was R 
discussed in any detail and so, even if read, was not fully understoo®” 
It was not surprising, therefore, that the teachers did not fill the roles 
envisaged by the headmaster. cols 

There are two other issues related to the proposals for staff invo; 
vement embodied in this doc: 
cated very clearly his wishe 
reflected his 
pared the document totally unaided and without any staff discussion 
of the ideas expressed in it. Secondly, it appeared that the staff Wek 


implementation of the 
delegating responsibility 
his general approach t 
outlined in his documen 


of their new roles in the author 
whether the staff had the neces ling 
© what he expected of them. In fai he 
were doing he was unaware O 
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_ Although the headmaster wanted active staff participation in deci- 
sion-making, in his desire to promote innovation he did not always 
engage in genuine consultation with his staff. Like the headteachers 
in Dickinson’s (1975) study, while he left matters related to the 
method of implementation and administrative arrangements to his 
staff, he made all the decisions about the justification and relevance 
of the innovation. 

This perhaps typifies the dilemma 
teacher who wants the active involve: 
makes decisions about innovation there 
vation, but the more decisions he makes t 
staff as being willing to share decision-ma 


facing the innovating head- 
ment of his staff. Unless he 
is unlikely to be much inno- 
he less he is perceived by his 
king with them. 


of the headteacher and innova- 
rt for innovation, with or with- 
ve decision-making 
fundamental prob- 


The major issues related to the role 
tion discussed in this chapter — supp 
Out the use of external consultants, and participati 
~ may present the innovating headteacher with a 
lem. The type of support outlined, especially if an external consultant 
is used, and staff participation in decision-making are not widespread 
in schools; and if they are to be introduced they may constitute, in 
Many situations, major innovations in themselves. This then means 
two innovations will be introduced simultaneously. Undoubtedly, 
this may well put great pressure on those involved, but it 1s likely to 


be worthwhile in the long term. 
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Chapter 6 


The Setting for Innovation 


It is generally accepted that in spite of having many characteristics in 
common no two schools are identical nor do they function in identical 
ways. It is not surprising, therefore, that innovations developed out- 
side the school meet very different fates in different schools. The 
relative lack of impact on schools of such bodies as the Schools 
Council has led to a current emphasis on school-based innovation. 
Here again, however, schools manifest considerable differences. 
Some are noted for their ability to develop and implement innova- 
tions successfully, while others show little or no interest in innovation 
and yet others try to innovate but fail. 

A fundamental problem which schools, like other organisations, 
face is that they establish structures and procedures necessary for 


their maintenance, but there are occasions when they need to inno- 
vate and frequently the established struc 


to be inappropriate for innovation. In fa 


It is suggested that certain factors in the organisation determine the 


successfully. In other words, the 


ORGANISATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 


The importance of relati 
ents and innovations has 
etal., 1971; Hoyle, 1974; 


onships between organisational arrange- 
been emphasised by several writers (Gross 
I Hamilton, 1975; Nicholls, 1979). The way m 
which a school, a department, or a class is organised is not an end in 
itself but rather is intended to bring about desired aims and objec- 
tives. It is, therefore, essential to scrutinise organisational arrange- 
ments to ascertain whether they are facilitating or hindering innova- 
tions. Organisational arrangements that can influence innovations 
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may be relatively minor and obvious, for instance, timetabling, 
rooming and examination arrangements, or more major and fun- 
damental, for instance, delegation of responsibility and channels of 
communication. Even minor arrangements can have significant 
adverse effects on innovations and although they may be obvious to 
an outside observer they are frequently overlooked by those closely 
involved in innovations. 

Both Hamilton (1975) and Nicholls (1979) noted a mismatch 
between the objectives of the innovation and the examination and/or 
assessment arrangements actually used and the school report, which 
resulted in a range of unintended effects. It might seem obvious that 
to test only the acquisition of knowledge and understanding when the 
curriculum had a wider range of objectives would lead to a distortion, 
and yet this was overlooked by the teachers in both these studies. 
Hamilton’s study focuses on the learning milieu of an innovation and 
raises questions about possible tensions and mismatches between an 
innovation and such major factors as student grouping, department 
structures and decision-making machinery, as well as the relatively 
minor mismatch just mentioned. 

One of the recommendations emerging from the study of Cambire 
by Gross et al. (1971) is that organisational arrangements should be 
compatible with the innovation. They found that practices that were 
not compatible remained unchanged during attempts to implement 
the innovation and this constituted one of the barriers to successful 
implementation. 

In my study of Heathfield (Nicholls, 1979) I also found that the 
organisational arrangements had an adverse effect on the innovation 
(in addition to the examination arrangements). The fact that the 
school was in two buildings, some three miles apart, was at the root of 
the problem, but that situation was one which could not be altered. 
The decision to divide the school into a lower and upper school was a 
reasonable one, and followed the pattern of many other comprehen- 
sive schools faced with the problem of two buildings some distance 
apart. It was the details of timetabling and allocation of staff within 
the humanities faculty which contributed to certain problems. 

One problem was related to the form of the innovation for third- 
year pupils who were based in the upper school. This form of the 
innovation deviated in ail its major characteristics from those initially 
agreed. The head of the humanities faculty spent all his teaching time 
in the lower school with first- and second- year pupils even though he 
had overall responsibility throughout the school for humanities sub- 
jects. This arrangement meant that his contacts with his heads of 
departments and members of staff based in the upper school were 
minimal and his influence over them slight. This was particularly 
important in relation to the deviant form of the innovation since both 
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the headmaster and the head of faculty were anxious to bring it closer 
to the initial concept of the innovation. The main issue of disagree- 
ment concerned integration of subjects and while it is unlikely that 
greater contact between the head of faculty and those teachers whose 
views were strongly held would have resulted in any change of opin- 
ion on their part, he might have had some success through greater 
contact with those teachers involved who were not strongly opposed 
to integration but nevertheless supported the strong opposition of 
other teachers. It is possible that he might have secured some 
measure of compliance if not total consensus. Moreover, there was 
some evidence of unharmonious personal relationships associated 
with the professional disagreement and the presence of the head of 
faculty in the upper school could have helped to avoid these. 

The other problem concerned teachers who worked together to 
plan and teach the innovation in the lower school. Three of the 
teachers, including the head of faculty, spent most of their working 
time together and very strong group cohesion developed. They 
appeared to derive both social and professional satisfaction from 
working together and group membership seemed to be particularly 
significant to them. They taught in the same team and spent consider- 
able time together in course development. In both facets of their 
work they had excellent and harmonious working relationships and 
they willingly undertook an enormous burden of work. This strong 
group feeling also had a negative aspect. Another member of the 
team spent most of his time in the upper school and was highly critical 
of the innovation. His criticisms were known to his colleagues but it 
appeared that they were simply dismissed; they were certainly not 
discussed. The reaction of the other teachers was to ignore the critic 


as much as possible as far as planning was concerned and to make 
decisions without him. While it cann 


arrangements were the main fact 
between this teacher and his three 
the near, if not complete, isolatio 
lower school contributed 


could have helped to avoid the problems 
Hoyle (1974) points out 


a task of great complexi 
where the two, that is, th 
rearrangements, have to 
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put great demands on those involved. In other instances it may be 
possible to make the organisational changes first and then to embark 
on the innovation. It is worth remembering that if the organisational 
changes require teachers to undertake new roles, adequate time must 
be allowed for this and in the meantime there may be a period of 
temporary inefficiency (Stinchcombe, 1965). 

The implication for the managers of innovation of the relationship 
between organisational arrangements and innovation is that they 
should regard school, department and classroom organisation as 
flexible and dynamic, not fixed and rigid, and that they should there- 
fore be alert to the effects of these factors and be prepared to modify 


them when necessary. 


SCHOOL CLIMATE 


Visitors going into schools often make generalised statements about a 
school’s climate based on factors they observe such as pupils’ attitudes 
to each other, relationships between staff and between staff and 
pupils, and attitudes to work. A more scientific study of organisational 
climate was carried out by Halpin (1966) and the classification he 
derived from his study has been used in relation to the innovativeness 
of schools (Hughes, 1968). 

Halpin based his study on a questionnaire he devised, the Organ- 
isational Climate Description Questionnaire, which is concerned with 
administrative relationships in schools. Factorial analysis of the data 
from responses to the questionnaires revealed eight major dimensions, 
four relating to staff behaviour and four to the principal’s behaviour. 
Further analysis indicated that these dimensions could be classified 
into six major clusters, each of which could be used to depict a different 
type of organisational climate, which Halpin ranged in order from 
open to closed, an open climate being characterised by flexibility anda 
closed climate by rigidity. The six climates are summarised as follows: 


(1) Open 
There is a high level of morale and teachers work well together. 
Their tasks are facilitated by the principal's policies. Group 
members enjoy friendly relations but do not feel the need for a 
high degree of intimacy. The principal sets a good example by 
working hard and he either criticises or helps teachers according 
to the circumstances. He provides subtle direction and control 
but does not monitor the work of his staff too closely. He is in full 
control and provides leadership for the staff. 

(2) Autonomous 
The principal gives almost complete freedom to the staff to 
provide their own structures. There tends to be more emphasis 
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on satisfying social needs than on task achievement. Teachers 
work well together and accomplish the tasks of the organisation. 
Morale is high. The principal remains aloof and runs the school 
in a rather impersonal manner. He does not personally check 
that teachers are getting things done and lets them work at their 
own speed. He sets an example and works hard himself. He has 
sufficient flexibility to maintain control and to be concerned 
with the personal welfare of teachers. 

(3) Controlled r 
The emphasis here is on achievement at the expense of satisfac- 
tion of social needs. There is high morale and teachers get on 
with the job. There is an excessive amount of paper-work and 
few procedures exist to facilitate their work. The principal is 
authoritarian and controls his staff closely. He is aloof and cares 
little about people’s feelings. 

(4) Familiar 
The main feature of this climate is the friendly relations between 
principal and teachers. The emphasis is on satisfaction of social 
needs at the expense of task achievement. The principal exerts 
little control or direction and is concerned to keep a happy 
family atmosphere. 

(5) Paternal 
This climate is characterised by the principal’s ineffective 
attempts to control the teachers as well as to satisfy their social 
needs. The teachers do not work well together and do not enjoy 
good relations and have given up trying. The principal is every- 
where and becomes intrusive, wanting to do everything himself. 
The school is his main interest in life, but he fails to motivate his 
staff mainly because he does not provide an example or an ideal 
which they wish to emulate, 

(6) Closed 
Group members obtain little satisfaction in either task achieve- 
ment or social needs. The Principal is ineffective in guiding their 
activities and not inclined to consider their personal welfare. 
Morale is low and teachers do not work well together. The 
principal is aloof and impersonal and does not motivate his 
teachers. He does not provide adequate leadership. 


In an American study of ‘most innovative’ and ‘least innovative’ 
school districts using Halpin’s questionnaire, it was found that the 
most innovative districts were more similar to the open climate, were 
less disengaged (that is, more task-oriented) and higher on esprit 
(that is, their social needs were being satisfied and they enjoyed a 
sense of accomplishment). The least innovative districts, when com- 
pared with the most innovative, were more similar to the closed 
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climate, more disengaged and lower on esprit. The leader (in this case 
the superintendent) in innovative districts showed more thrust, that 
is, he was highly motivated and led more by example than by issuing 
orders (Hughes, 1968). However, the findings of Hughes’s research 
suggest that ‘only certain aspects of organisational climate may be 
related to innovativeness’ (p. 23). 

Using a different measure of organisational climate, another study 
(Hilfiker, 1970) also found a relationship between innovativeness and 
openness (characterised by ready accessibility, co-operative atti- 
tudes, tolerance of internal change and permissiveness of diversity in 
social situations) and trust (the degree to which an individual per- 
ceives interpersonal relationships as characterised by an assured 
reliance or confident dependence on the character, ability, or truth- 


fulness of others). 


ORGANISATIONAL HEALTH 


A very similar concept is that of organisational health which is dis- 
cussed widely in the literature and is considered to be closely related 
to innovativeness. One of the early comments on organisational 
health sees it as the organisation’s continuing ability to cope with 
change and to adapt to the future (Kubie, 1958). A similar view is 
that which sees an organisation as being healthy if it produces behav- 
iour which ‘allows all levels of the organisation to meet two basic but 
diverse requirements — maintenance of the status quo and growth’ 
(Clark, 1969, p. 282). h 

Miles (1965) has developed a view of organisational health which 
relates specifically to schools. He defines it as ‘the school system’s 
ability not only to function effectively, but to develop and grow into a 
more fully-functioning system’ (p. 12). He argues that this aspect of 
innovation has been neglected in the past and yet, in his view, 
attention to it is likely to reveal more than anything else about the 
probable success of any particular innovative efforts. Miles’s concep- 
tualisation of organisational health has ten dimensions: 


(1) Goal focus f 
According to Miles, in a healthy organisation not only would the 
goals of the system be reasonably clear to the members and 
reasonably well accepted by them, but they would also be 
achievable and appropriate. 

(2) Communication adequacy : 
This characteristic of organisational health suggests, in Miles’s 
terms, that there is ‘relatively distortion-free communication 
“vertically”, “horizontally”, and across the boundary of the 
system to and from the surrounding environment’ (p. 18). 
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(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) 


(7) 


(8) 


Optimal power equalisation cate 

Miles puts the argument that in a healthy organisation the 
distribution of influence is relatively equitable, that where there 
is a formal hierarchical structure subordinates can influence 
upwards and they perceive that their boss can influence his boss. 
Resource utilisation 

Miles is referring here particularly to human resources and he 
sees a healthy organisation as one in which there is little feeling 
of strain, since although people may be working hard they are 
not working against themselves or the organisation. People see 
themselves as learning, growing and developing as persons as 
they make their contributions to the organisation. 
Cohesiveness 

By this, Miles means that members feel attracted to be part of 
the organisation, that they want to stay with it, that they want to 
be influenced by it and that they want to exert their influence 
over it in a collaborative manner. 

Morale 

Miles acknowledges that there are problems in the social- 
psychological field associated with this concept, yet he argues 
that it is a useful notion at the organisational level. He defines 
morale as ‘a summated set of individual sentiments, centering 
around feelings of well-being satisfaction and pleasure, as 
opposed to feelings of discomfort, un-wished-for strain and 
dissatisfaction’ (p. 20). To a limited extent morale is related to 
cohesiveness, in the same sense that if members are attracted to 
an organisation and wish to stay with it morale is likely to be 
high. 

Innovativeness 

A healthy organisation, according to Miles, is capable of grow- 


ing developing and changing, rather than remaining routinised 
and standard. 


Autonomy 


Miles argues that a healthy organisation would respond neither 
passively nor destructively or rebelliously to demands from the 
environment but rather that, it would have a kind of independ- 
ence. Schools should respond to the needs of their environmen 
but not to such an extent that demands from outside become the 
determinants of what takes place within them. This view sees 
teachers as having a clear and well-understood statement O 
goals which, in their formulation, have taken into account the 
needs of the society in which the school is functioning. Demands 
or pressures from the environment can then be considere’ 


within this overall framework rather than being accepte 
meekly or rejected defiantly. 
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(9) Adaptation 
This dimension concerns the ability of an organisation to cope 
with required changes. A healthy organisation would need to 
have sufficient stability and tolerance in the face of stress to 
cope with the difficulties that occur during the process of adap- 
tion. 

(10) Problem-solving adequacy 
Miles is referring here to the manner in which an organisation 
copes with problems. A healthy organisation has, as he puts it, 
‘well-developed structures, and procedures for sensing the 
existence of problems, for inventing possible solutions, for 
implementing them, and for evaluating their effectiveness’ 


(p. 21). 


Several of these dimensions have been identified elsewhere in this 
book as factors likely to be important in the successful implementa- 
tion of innovations. Goal focus is related to the condition concern- 
ing the need for a clear understanding of innovations proposed by 
Gross et al., (1971) and Nicholls (1979). Communication adequacy 
is another condition proposed by Nicholls and is discussed fully 
below, while Miles’s problem-solving adequacy is very similar to 
Nicholls’s concern for knowledge of and attention to the processes 
of planning and implementation. The dimensions of optimal power 
equalisation and cohesiveness have points in common with the ideas 
for participative decision-making discussed earlier, while the notion 
of autonomy is similar to the point mentioned previously that syste- 
matic planning enables a considered response to be made to the 
demands of society and provides schools with a way to resist being 
Overwhelmed by them. 

There is, however, disagreement 
organisational health, not to mention its n rel 
tion or to the possibility of changing the organisational health of a 
school. The concept of the health of an organisation would be criti- 
cised, for example, by those who hold a phenomenologist view and 
by those structuralists who take a conflict perspective. In particular, 
the concept proposed by Miles is criticised by Stenhouse (1975). 
There is no body of empirical evidence to support its usefulness, 
although aspects of the studies of Cambire and Heathfield provide 
some support for some of the dimensions, as indicated above. 


wn research, Hilfiker (1970) 
namely, that little attention 


about the basic concept of 
utility in relation to innova- 


In discussing the implications of his 0 
makes a point in agreement with Miles, l tte 
has been given to the social or psychological characteristics of 
schools and how these characteristics might affect the fate of an 
innovation. He believes that the long-term success of innovative 
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efforts may be due to a greater degree than has been thought, to the 


social-psychological state of the school’s climate. He continues as 
follows: 


If it becomes possible to consistently diagnose and evaluate the 
‘state’ of a school system’s organizational climate, it might be 
feasible to modify the adaptability of professional personnel and to 
change or create organizational structures and processes which 
tend to enhance the possibilities of successful institutionalization of 
innovations. (p. 27) 


Halpin (1967), reviewing research on school climates, states that it is 
not yet known how to change a climate. However, Schmuck and 
Miles (1971), discussing Miles’s concept of organisational health, 
argue that it is possible to improve organisational health through the 
application of organisational development strategies, and they des- 
cribe cases where this approach has been used successfully. 

One factor that might contribute to this difference of viewpoint is 
that there is a significant difference between Halpin’s concept of 
school climate and Miles’s concept of organisational health. In the 
former the concern is entirely with people — the principal and his staff 
— their relationships, behaviour and attitudes, whereas in the latter 
the emphasis is on features of the organisation. It is more difficult to 
change the former than the latter and less is known about how to do 
it. However, it must not be overlooked that in changing features of an 
organisation, changes in people must also take place. 

The fact that one emphasises people and the other features of the 

organisation is perhaps a reason why neither concept appears to be 
useful on its own as a means of assessing the innovativeness of a 
school, since both’ are important factors in innovation. Each, 
however, draws attention to matters which the potential innovator 
might be wise to consider. 
A Some research has shown that there is a relationship between 
innovativeness and an open climate. This climate is characterised by 
the leadership qualities of the principal; he is in full control and 
provides appropriate support for his teachers. It also shows that the 
response of the teachers is an important factor; they work well 
together and their morale is high. This emphasises the point made 
earlier that it is the interaction between a principal and his staff which 
is important; each party is dependent on the other for support, and 
the actions and attitudes of each influence those of the other. 

Except in very small schools, in addition to certain qualities in both 
principal and staff it is likely that certain structures, processes OF 
qualities are likely to be necessary in the school organisation ! 
innovation is to be successful. These are not independent of those 
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who work in the school and, indeed, can only be present in the school 
as a result of what the personnel in the school actually do. Attention 
has already been drawn to those features in Miles’s conceptualisation 
which some studies have shown to be significant factors in successful 
innovation. These include goal focus, problem-solving adequacy, 
autonomy, optimal power-equalisation, cohesiveness and communi- 
cation adequacy. 


COMMUNICATION 


The establishment of clear communications within an institution was 
one of the requirements of a healthy organisation identified by Miles. 
Other writers have also stressed the importance to innovation of a 
good communication system which works effectively both vertically 
and horizontally and which permits people to be heard as well as 
talked to. 

In the study of Heathfield (Nicholls, 1979) deficiencies in the 
communication system emerged as a factor of considerable signi- 
ficance. Deficiencies existed in communication both between the 
headmaster and staff and, perhaps more surprisingly, among the 
teachers who were involved in the innovation. Communication about 
the innovation between the headmaster and the staff concerned 
began when he introduced his proposal for the innovation. Commu- 
nication tended to be in one direction, from the headmaster to the 
Staff, and that it took the form of a rather imprecise written statement 
and meetings chaired by the headmaster. The staff did not derive a 
clear picture of the innovation from these forms of communication. 
However, the headmaster had no reason to think that the staff were 
having difficulty in understanding clearly what the innovation 
entailed, since they did not make him aware of any difficulty. He was 
available for help, advice and discussion, a situation recognised by at 
least some members of staff, and so if difficulties or problems were 
not brought to his attention he was likely to assume that they did not 
exist. He did, however, recognise some breakdown in communica- 
tions between himself and the staff when, during an interview with 
the investigator, he answered a question about the initial reaction of 
the staff to the idea of the innovation. He said that there was no overt 
reaction by the staff but some talk in the staffroom which he des- 
cribed and interpreted in the following words: There was a fair 
amount, from what I gather, of chuntering in the staffroom which 
Seemed to indicate a breakdown in communication, rather than com- 
ing and rejection of what was being communicated 


munications working 
(Nichol in the study he acknowledged that he 
dea eral gene eae t to find out what the teachers’ 


ad not made rganised attem| 4 
TEAR 4 or members of staff to provide 


Views were but relied on certain seni 
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him with this information, a procedure he recognised as lacking 1n 
accuracy. . 

PIANE and teaching of the first- and second-year innovation was 
on a team basis and so the nature and extent of communication 
between team members was of considerable significance to the inno- 
vation. During interviews with the investigator the teachers spoke 
freely of their fears, concerns and uncertainties about the innovation, 
sometimes expressing doubts about their own ability to cope with it. 
There was no evidence that the teachers ever expressed these fears to 
each other. 

Another deficiency in communication was the absence of any 
attempt to discuss the major dimensions of the innovation, that 1s, 
integration, team-teaching and non-streamed classes, and the 
implications of these for what was to take place in the classroom. 
Possible reasons for this lack of communication might include 
insufficient time, deficiencies in knowledge or an assumption of 
shared meanings (see Sharp and Green, 1975). Whatever the 
reasons, the effect was that the initial lack of clarity persisted 
throughout the study and was regarded by the investigator as a major 
factor in the failure to fully implement the innovation intended for 
first- and second-year pupils. It was not that the teachers did not 
speak freely to each other but rather that they did not discuss fun- 
damental issues or refer to their doubts and uncertainties. 

It has to be recognised that it is very difficult to create in schools 
the conditions and the climate in which clear, unambiguous and ope? 
communications operate, particularly when innovations are involved. 
Innovations involve risks, create uncertainties and doubts and 
include the possibility of temporary incompetence and even failure, 
while teachers are expected to display competence, have knowledge 
and be successful, especially if they are ambitious. The climate 10 
most schools does not encourage teachers to admit to colleagues any 
lack of knowledge or fears about their ability to cope in a new 
situation. Yet, if such matters are not brought out into the open, an 
innovation may proceed with teachers inadequately prepared to 
develop and implement it, as in the Cambire and Heathfield studies. 

Both these studies point to the responsibility of management to; 
create the conditions in which innovation is more likely to be success, 
fully implemented; but it should not be overlooked that members o 
staff, too, have a measure of responsibility. Communication 1s @ T 
way process and teachers need to be willing to communicate with t t 
headteacher as well as listen to him. It was pointed out above that 8 
Heathfield the teachers did not tell the headmaster that they w 
certain concerns and so he was not fully aware of their problems. 
same was true at Cambire. It is a question, therefore, of all the E g 
in the school, including the headteacher or principal, worki 
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together to create a climate in which questions can be asked without 
fear of ridicule, in which admissions of concern about doubts or 
uncertainties can be made without fear of condemnation and in which 
eon trpeti criticism of proposals can be made without fear of hos- 
tility. 
Another aspect of communication that was of significance in the 
Heathfield study was that associated with conflict. Three instances of 
conflict manifested themselves during the course of the study: (1) the 
initial and increasing opposition to the first- and second-year course 
by one teacher; (2) the third-year teachers’ resistance to an integrated 
course; (3) reported criticism of the humanities teachers based in the 
lower school by teachers based mainly in the upper school (the two 
were physically separate). 
The criticisms by one mem 
course have already been m 


ber of staff of the first- and second-year 
entioned. The head of the humanities 


faculty expressed some anxiety about this situation during interviews 
with the investigator but it appeared that there was a reluctance on 
his part to discuss the differing viewpoint with the teacher concerned. 
There was evidence to suggest that the head of faculty was not really 
sure what this viewpoint was but that he seemed to see the situation 
as one in which he should try to make the teacher concerned change 
his mind. There appeared to be no question of discussion and mutual 
adjustment. Throughout the period of the study, the head of faculty 
and the other teachers in the first- and second-year planning group 
ignored the dissenting teacher and continued to plan without him 
when it became apparent that he did not share their views. 

_ In the case of the opposition of the third-year teachers, two meet- 
ings were held during the first and second year of the innovation in an 
attempt to make them change their minds about an integrated course, 
but there was no evidence of any continuing dialogue between these 
teachers and the head of faculty. By the end of the study the third- 
year teachers still had not agreed to develop an integrated course and 
the head of faculty and the headmaster were still unhappy about this. 
_ The third area of conflict was brought to the attention of the 
investigator by both the headmaster and the head of faculty. Criti- 
cism was being made, mainly subversively Or semi-jocularly during 
meetings, by staff in other departments of staff in the humanities 


faculty. In mentioning this, the headmaster said that he himself might 


be responsible to some extent for these feelings of hostility, albeit 
inadvertently, by his holding up of the faculty as a good example in an 
attempt to encourage other departments to innovate. This manifesta- 
tion of conflict, therefore, was more in the nature of a by-product of 
the innovation, rather than something that had a direct bearing on 
the implementation of the innovation. It seemed to be a matter of 


some concern both to the headmaster and to the head of faculty and 
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yet, as in the other instances, there was a reluctance to enter into an 
open discussion with the teachers concerned. 

Richardson (1967) has suggested that conflict is best handled by 
bringing it out into the open and examining it, and McGregor (1960) 


makes a similar point in discussing the characteristics of an effective 
group. One characteristic he describes as follows: 


There is disagreement. The group is comfortable with this and 
shows no signs of having to avoid conflict or to keep everything on 
a plane of sweetness and light. Disagreements are not suppressed 
or overridden by premature group action. The reasons are 
carefully examined, and the group seeks to resolve them rather 
than to dominate the dissenter. (p. 233) 


The first- and second-year planning group, particularly, had it been 
able to display this characteristic, might have avoided a situation In 
which one member was very unhappy and bitter and exhibited little 
job satisfaction, and in which the other members were uneasy about 
his opposition. Moreover, a careful examination of the dissenter’s 
views might have resulted in some improvement of the innovation. 
Failure to establish and maintain open communication meant that 
conflict remained in all three areas described, two of which adversely 
affected the implementation of the innovation. 

It is to be expected that innovation is likely to provoke conflict. 
Indeed, it is difficult to envisage a situation in which an innovation of 
any significance will not give rise to different responses from a group 
of thinking professionals. Conflict is unlikely to go away because it is 
ignored; it is not easy to deal with; at times it might even be 
unpleasant. However, the creation of a climate in which ideas can be 
discussed openly, criticised and rejected, while those putting forwar d 
the ideas are accepted within the group, is more likely to lead to 
successful innovation. 

i Another aspect of communication that is of significance to innova- 
tion is concerned with its language. Jackson’s (1968) comments ON 


teachers’ language are of relevance to this point. His observations led 
him to this conclusion (p. 144): 


The absence of technical terms is related to another aspect of 
teachers’ talk: its conceptual simplicity. Not only do teachers avo! 
elaborate words, they also seem to shun elaborate ideas ... Four 


aspects of the conceptual simplicity revealed in teachers’ languas® 
are worthy of comment. These are: 


(1) an uncomplicated view of causality; 
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(2) an intuitive rather than rational approach to classroom 
events; 

(3) an opinionated as opposed to an open-minded stance when 
confronted with alternative technique practice; 

(4) a narrowness in the working definitions assigned to abstract 
terms. 


Some of the characteristics identified by Jackson were also to be 
found in the humanities teachers in the Heathfield study. The 
absence of technical terms in their language was notable, even in 
planning meetings related to the innovation. They avoided any dis- 
cussion of the ideas or principles underlying the innovation. Their 
opinionated stance’ was evident in the third-year teachers’ attitude 
to integration, but most evident in the first- and second-year teachers’ 
total disregard of the views of the dissident member. In addition to 
the characteristics identified by Jackson there was evidence to suggest 
that the teachers assumed that they all meant the same thing when 
they spoke of such matters as team-teaching and an integrated 
course. 

An innovation as complex as that propose 
demanded a level of teacher understanding 
that were, in practice, at variance with some of the characteristics the 
teachers displayed through their use of language, which was concep- 
tually simple and lacking in precision and clarity. Educational theory 
has not yet reached a stage of development where technical terms 
have clearly understood and universally accepted meanings, and per- 
haps it never will, but it is of critical importance that teachers working 
together to plan innovation should be prepared to discuss the mean- 
ing of the ideas and principles underlying their innovations in order to 
establish, among other things, that they are at least talking about the 
Same thing. ee 
_ This chapter has been concerned with the setting in which innova- 
tion takes place and some of the characteristics of schools which are 
thought to affect the fate of innovations. The characteristics, whether 
Hoe relate to climate, organisational health, channels of See an 
W n or the nature of communication, are all created by the staff who 
ka in the schools. While it might be the headteacher or principal 
able has the major responsibility for creating a setting that is Eo 
te e for innovation, it is not a task he can do alone. It is one w a 
Flees es a positive contribution from the staff since the characteristics 

©ntified in this chapter are largely a function of the interaction 


a 
mong all members of a school staff. 


d at Heathfield School 
and flexibility of mind 


Chapter 7 


Evaluating Innovations 


Evaluation as a planned and systematic activity is probably the most 
neglected aspect of innovation in schools. When evaluation is carried 
out it tends to be highly subjective and based on intuition or general 
impressions. There is no unwillingness on the part of teachers to 
undertake assessment; the giving of marks or grades to pupils’ work is 
one of teachers’ normal daily tasks. However, the carrying out of 
evaluation, the making of judgements based on a range of evidence 
from several sources, one of which might be pupils’ work, is a 
different matter. The studies of innovations at Cambire (Gross ef al., 
1971), Kensington (Smith and Keith, 1971) and Heathfield (Nicholls, 
1979) all revealed teachers’ neglect of evaluation. i 
The study of fifteen schools by Dickinson (1975) showed the atti- 
tude of the headteachers to innovation. All fifteen headteachers 
considered the innovations in their schools to be successful but, as 
Dickinson points out, successful introduction of the innovation was 
the yardstick of success of the innovation itself and success of this 
type seemed to be a major aim of the schools. As Dickinson puts it: 
‘Real measures of evaluation in terms of learning outcomes, OF 
understanding, appeared to be irrelevant provided the innovation 
was successfully brought about’ (p. 147). Dickinson also notes an 
absence of any innovation that failed and the permanence of changes 
once they were initiated. These factors are closely related to the 
disregard of evaluation, although there might be additional reasons 
operating. Another significant feature of this study was that when the 
headteachers were asked ‘In the light of your experience with this 
change, what would your immediate reaction be if faced with having 
to do it again?’ fourteen responded they would do it again as before 
and only one considered the possibility of making modifications. The 
impression here is that nothing had been learned from the experienc? 
of innovating, but in the absence of evaluation this is not surprising- 
Evidence from the Heathfield study will be used to show the 
attitudes of teachers in that school to evaluation and the practices 
that they employed. The teachers were asked during interviews he 
a year apart what changes had been made, what changes were plan- 
ned, what the reasons for the changes were and what methods © 
evaluation had been used. Their answers were of two kinds: thos¢ 
that were very vague and general about changes made and planne 
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and those that were specific and referred to changes in presentation 
and layout or to minor modifications in content. All the teachers used 
the pupiis’ work as the source of evidence on which to base these 
changes, while some teachers gave vague subjective judgements, 
unsupported by evidence, about pupils’ attitudes to work. The 
teachers’ use of pupils’ work as the principal, if not exclusive, source 
of evaluation of the innovation corresponds with their view of evalua- 
tion indicated in written curriculum outlines. In these, pupils’ learn- 
ing activities, which were often identical with the stated objectives, 
were indicated as the means of evaluation. 

An examination of the course materials and observation of the 
course in action in the classrooms indicated that the changes made, 
were, as the teachers stated, largely in presentation and layout or in 
matters of detail. Over a period of three years there were no changes 
of a fundamental nature and the innovation remained essentially the 
same. One teacher acknowledged with regret towards the end of the 
study that there had been no systematic evaluation. There appeared 
to be no distinction in the minds of the other teachers between 
assessment and evaluation and they did not discuss the question of 
evaluation at all. It is not surprising, in view of the limited attention 
given to evaluation, that the curriculum revision which did take place 
was quite superficial. PA oe 

The staff at Heathfield are not alone in their relative disregard of 
evaluative procedures. The lack of use by teachers of a range of 
evaluative techniques is noted by a number of writers (as was shown 
above) and it has been observed that teachers tend to select from 
their classroom experience those events which conform to their 
expectations and beliefs and ignore all other events (Adams and 
Biddle, 1970). It is interesting to note that while independent obser- 
vers’ views of innovations in schools tend to be records of failure, 
teachers’ accounts tend to be records of success. (For example, 
compare Gross et al., 1971; Smith and Keith, 1971 and Nicholls, 1979 
with Mather, 1970; Mitchell, 1972 and Moss, 1977). A disregard of 
Systematic evaluation by teachers might be one explanation for this. 
It is undeniable that to engage in evaluative procedures is time- 
Consuming which might be a factor acting as a deterrent to teachers, 
and it also has to be acknowledged that few teachers are knowledge- 
able about evaluation. However, it is an important task in the process 
of innovation which whatever the difficulties, needs to be tackled if 
Schools are to become self-renewing institutions. 


T 
HE NEED FOR EVALUATION 


ns definition of innovation stated at the outs 
nt element of improvement in relation to 


et included the impor- 
desired objectives. In 
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introducing an innovation into a school teachers really should be 
saying that on the basis of their professional knowledge and expertise 
the innovation is likely to be an improvement but that at that stage 
they cannot be sure. Before and during the process of implementa- 
tion evidence needs to be collected to enable teachers to make a 
judgement about the extent of the improvement, if any. It is unlikely 
that an innovation of any complexity will be all good or all bad. Some 
elements are likely to be an improvement on existing practice and 
others are not. The evidence collected, therefore, provides a basis for 
making changes or modifications to the innovation. 

The activities of innovating are time-consuming and demand con- 
siderable effort and energy from those involved. They may also be 
expensive in terms of material resources. It is important that time, 
effort and materials should not be wasted but used productively. 
Evaluation can provide evidence on which to make judgements about 
the use of these resources. 

There is often an emotional involvement of teachers in an innova- 
tion. Some teachers are very committed to an innovation with which 
they are involved and ‘believe in’ its worth. Where there is such an 
emotional involvement teachers are unlikely to recognise any weak- 
nesses or deficiencies in the innovation. Smith and Keith (1971) make 
an interesting comment on this characteristic which they call an 
unassailable belief: ‘An unassailable belief is an idea that is held so 
strongly and closely that it is unyielding to intellectual attack Or 
analysis ... Such conviction seems to create a charisma among the 
staff that furthers the commitment and enthusiasm’ (p. 109). It was 
suggested earlier that criteria for the evaluation of an innovation 
should be stated in advance. While this would not remove all the 
problems associated with emotional involvement, it might help 
teachers to look at the evidence a little more objectively. An 
emotional attachment to an innovation combined with a heavy 
investment of time and effort are very powerful factors operating 
against the possibility of rational judgements. The establishment of 
criteria for judgements in advance of implementation might act as a 
countervailing force. The identification in advance of criteria for the 
evaluation of an innovation does not preclude the recognition and use 
of other evidence that might emerge, but provides a framework © 
basic evidence. 

es is not only the innovation itself that needs to be evaluated but 

T E management of the innovation. The point being made here 1$ 

Ta re activities of innovating should be monitored and evaluated s0 

ae hoe e by date or future innovation in the school. ° : 

E eed S inyo ved in innovation is for attention é 
sively on the innovation and its development, while t 

processes of innovation tend to be ignored. This means that the 
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opportunity is missed to improve the skills of managing innovations 
and to learn from the experience of innovating by identifying pro- 
ductive practices and eliminating unsuccessful ones. If innovating is 
to be part of teachers’ professional responsibilities then it would seem 
desirable to evaluate the activities associated with innovating in order 
that teachers might become more proficient in them. 


EVALUATION AS A PROCESS 


If this wider view of evaluation is taken, namely, that it embraces 
both the innovation itself and the activities of innovating, then it is 
useful to consider evaluation as a continuous process. This means 
that evaluation does not take place on a single occasion at or towards 
the end of the period of implementation but rather that it is related to 
all the activities of planning, developing and implementing an inno- 
vation and that the process of evaluation matches the processes of 
development and management of innovation. In undertaking evalua- 
tion in this way it is a formative process with the purpose of improv- 
ing both the innovation itself and its management. The notion of 
summative evaluation is not considered to be appropriate unless an 
innovation is to be discarded. The emphasis is one of constant 
improvement. N 
Evaluation of this kind begins even before a particular innovation 
has been identified. It begins when judgements are being made about 
desirability, need and feasibility in relation to innovation. Reference 
was made earlier to the importance of the innovator undertaking a 
situation analysis in order to determine, among other things, whether 
the conditions for likely success are present or if they could be 
established. This is a form of evaluation, and in the wider view of 
evaluation suggested here there is a merging of situation analysis and 
evaluation, with evaluation being seen as continuous, multi-faceted 


and taking place over a broad front. 


WHAT IS TO BE EVALUATED 


The framework suggested below offers 
Points of an evaluation programme. It 


that might be asked, but it is not exc l 1 e 
exclusive because evaluation needs to match both the innovation an 


the processes of innovation and therefore will vary in detail from one 
situation to another. The major dimensions of the framework include 
three Phases: preparation (situation analysis), planning and 
implementation. This implies an orderly sequence from preparation 
to planning and implementation but in reality the exercise of evalu- 
ating during these phases, like the activities inherent in each phase, is 


an indication of the main focal 
includes some of the questions 
Jusive. Indeed, it cannot be 
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unlikely to be carried out in such a neat and tidy manner. Since the 
activities in each phase are interrelated it is more likely that there will 
be a moving from one phase to another, and this may well be the case 


with evaluation. 


Framework for an Evaluation Programme 
(1) Preparation (Situation Analysis) 
(a) Desirability of innovating 


(i) 
(ii) 
(iii) 


Why are we considering innovating? 
What is the problem? 
Are we clear about our needs? 


(b) The innovation 


Is there an existing innovation that suits our needs? 
If so, how and where was it developed? ; 
What are its aims and objectives, stated or implied? 
Are they compatible with those of the school or 
department? 

Does it demand knowledge/skills that teachers who 
will be involved do not have? 

If so, can the knowledge/skills be acquired? How? 
Where? 


Is the innovation complex and difficult to under- 
stand? 

If so, what needs to be done to counteract this? 
Will some outside support be needed? 

If so, what kind and where is it available? 

What resources, materials, specialist rooms, 
expense, etc. will be involved? 

In what ways might this innovation be better than 
what we are doing now? Is there any evidence avail- 
able? Is the evidence relevant to our situation? 
What will we accept as evidence of improvement 
when the innovation is in operation? 

If there is no suitable innovation in existence, are We 
able to devise our own? Do we have the necessary 
skills and knowledge? 


(Many of the above questions asked about an existing innovation 


need to be answered in 


school.) 


: 5 4 in the 
relation to innovations developed in ti 


(c) The setting and personnel 


(i) 
(ii) 
(iii) 


Is the environment/climate appropriate for innova 
tion? 


5 gi ; r 
Are the organisational arrangements appropriate fo 
the innovation? 


Can the teachers express their views openly? 
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(iv) Do they do so? 

(v) Are they listened to? 

(vi) Are they keen to participate? 

(vii) Is there likely to be any opposition? 

(viii) Will the teachers be able to cope with the strains, 
pressures, problems, extra workload that might be 
involved? 

(ix) What experience of innovating have they had? 

(x) How can this be used? 

(xi) What is the scope of this particular task of innovat- 
ing? Can we cope with it? If not, what has to be done 
to remedy the deficiencies? 

(2) Planning 
(a) Introducing the innovation 
(i) Was the innovation explained with sufficient clar- 
ity?* 

(ii) Were the teachers aware of potential problems as 
well as advantages? 

(iii) Did we understand clearly what was involved in 
practical terms before we started? 

(iv) Was enough time allowed for discussion? 

(v) Was notice taken of objections, fears, problems? 

(vi) Did we allow these to be fully explored? 

(vii) Did we encourage a frank expression of these? 

What was done to reassure the doubters? 
(ix) Were these measures successful? 
(x) How did the doubters eventually cope with the inno- 


vation? ; : : 
(xi) Was there sufficient support and/or in-service train- 


ing? 
(b) Processes of planning 
(i) Was the planning su 

(ii) Was there too much 
our approach? 

(iii) How did we cope with the unexpected? 

(iv) Did we give adequate attention to the means of 
innovating as well as to the ends? ; 

(v) Was there sufficient identification of and planning 
for the various stages of innovation? 

(vi) What problems arose at different stages? How were 


these resolved? ; Ps 
(vii) How did staff react at different stages? 
use while the earlier 


: . 
que: The change to the past tense at this point is beca i 
sta Stions form part of the situation analysis and are concerned with the present 

te of affairs, these questions are asked about what happened during planning. 


fficiently detailed and clear? 
planning? Were we too rigid in 
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(viii) What notice was taken of staff reactions? 
(ix) Was sufficient use made of staff abilities in the shar- 
ing and allocation of tasks at different stages? 
(x) Was there enough staff involvement? 
(xi) Was outside help needed at any stage? If so, what 
kind? 
(xii) What omissions were there? 
(xiii) What deficiencies were noted? 
(xiv) What mistakes were made? 
(xv) What can be done about these? 
(3) Implementation 
(a) The innovation in use 
(i) Is the innovation working as intended? In what 
ways? 
(ii) Has it been modified? How? Why? 
(iii) Is the innovation achieving what was hoped? 
If not, why not? If so, in what ways? 
(v) What are the reactions of the teachers involved? 
(vi) What are the reactions of the pupils? 
(vii) What will be the response to these reactions? 
(viii) What problems have arisen? How can these be over- 
come? 
(ix) Were there sufficient resources? Were they approp- 
riate? What are future needs likely to be? 
(x) Were there unanticipated outcomes? 
(xi) What improvements/modifications need to be made? 
Why? 
(xii) Were they any organisational problems? 
(xiii) Did the organisational arrangements match the 
needs of the innovation? 
(b) Evaluation 
(i) Is the scope of the evaluation sufficiently wide? 
(ii) Are the sources of evidence appropriate? 
(iii) Are there weaknesses in the techniques of evalu- 
ation? 
(iv) Is the evidence being used? In what ways? 


Within this three-phase framework the desirability of innovating, 
the innovation, the setting and personnel, the introduction of the 
innovation, processes of planning, the innovation in use and evalua- 
tion itself have been identified as major focal points. The task of the 
evaluators is to produce evidence in answer to the questions pose 
about these focal points and to propose action, where necessary, O” 


the basis of the evidence. This requires attention to be given to the 
means of collecting the evidence. 
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There is a wide range of devices and techniques that can be used; 
these include interviews, questionnaires, logbooks, pupils’ work, 
observation schedules, checklists, discussions and examination of 
teaching materials, projects, or written courses. Clearly, to devise 
some of these require skills and knowledge of a high order if they are 
to collect evidence that is of value, and such expertise might not be 
available in all schools. However, this need not be a barrier to 
making a start on evaluation since some techniques and devices are 
well within the competence of most teachers and there is a large 
literature available to help in this task. One factor to be borne in 
mind is that any step that can be taken to move away from a situation 
in which evaluation is based on wholly superficial subjective and 
emotional judgements is likely to be an improvement. 


WHO CARRIES OUT EVALUATION? 


The usual practice, when there is any evaluation at all, is that the task 
is undertaken by those teachers who are involved with an innovation. 
While it can be argued that they are the most appropriate persons to 
carry out evaluation because they are fully conversant with the inno- 
vation, the reverse could also be the case. In the first place, they are 
likely to be emotionally involved and quite understandably, they are 
likely to want to see the innovation succeed. They are also likely to 
have expended considerable effort and energy in trying to ensure the 
Success of the innovation and would not wish to see their investment 
wasted. Factors such as these can make it difficult for teachers who 
are closely involved with an innovation to recognise any Weakness 
or deficiencies in it. Since an objective evaluation of innovations 1$ i 
such crucial importance to the development of self-renewing schools 
it might be necessary for serious consideration to be given to a 
tive arrangements, whereby evaluation of innovations 1s oe zi 
by people other than, or in addition to, those immediately and closely 
Involved, 


One alternative is to bring into the sch 
With expertise in evaluation. This arrangement would have the 


advantages that the consultant would be ieee ate 
evaluat i ial and 0bjer ei 
‘Valuation and would be ae na ee aoai with the accepta- 


tion How : 

a ever, there might be pro € 3 P 

bility of an outside person to teachers, particularly in e e 

area of evaluation. Moreover, if the innovation were re wae he 

Particular curriculum area and the evaluator ya ao A P h 
1S, tea i about his compete : 
S, teachers might be doubtful OS teat teal 


ool an external consultant 
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evaluation of all innovations in the school. This arrangement would 
have the advantages of specialist knowledge and expertise and impar- 
tiality and objectivity as in the use of the external consultant, 
together with the increased acceptability of a colleague. The per- 
ceived disadvantage of absence of expertise in some curriculum 
areas, however, would remain. This arrangement also places con- 
siderable responsibility on one person and could impose many press- 
ures. 

A third alternative, which would share this responsibility, would be 
for a group of teachers not involved in the innovation to be the 
evaluators. This would have the advantage of impartiality and objec- 
tivity but the possible disadvantages of lack of expertise in evaluation 
and the particular area of the curriculum. 

An arrangement that brings the advantages of the alternatives 
mentioned and eliminates the disadvantages is one in which the tasks 
associated with evaluation are shared between those who are invol- 
ved in the innovation and colleagues who are not. The arrangement 
would work best if the group were to include at least one expert in 
evaluation, whether this was a member of staff or an external consul- 
tant. A consultant would probably be more acceptable to teachers if 
he were one of a group that had a shared responsibility, rather than if 


he were acting in a more dominant role as in the first alternative 
suggested. 


The sharing arrangement could work i 
programme of evaluation can be brok 
Stages: the identification of evidence 
collecting it; the collection of evidence; 
ing action on the basis of the evidence; 
identification of evidence and wa 


n the following manner. The 
en down into these tasks or 


ously and carried out rigorously as an 
of Innovation, it demands skills, know- 
ce up to the consequences of the evi- 
to the burden of innovating since it 
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requires its own resources which includes time, effort, energy and 
materials. However, evaluation also has its reward: producing inno- 
vation that has a real impact on the school. Attention to evaluation 
might lead to a situation in which the mark of an innovative school 
was not the number of innovations it adopted but rather the extent to 
which it undertook the evaluation of new ideas and practices and 
retained only those for which there was sufficient positive evidence. 


Chapter 8 


In Conclusion 


In recent years the notion of accountability in relation to education 
has become more prominent (Sockett, 1980; Becher et al., 1981, 
Lacey and Lawton, 1981). It is not so much that accountability is a 
new idea, since those involved in education have always been 
accountable to someone, but rather that the nature and scope of 
accountability are now given more weight than previously. Of all the 
aspects of their work for which teachers are held to be accountable, 
perhaps none is likely to give rise to more searching questions and 
strong feelings than innovation. 

To be accountable is to be bound to give account of something or 
to be responsible for things to persons. Accountability in education 
is frequently discussed in terms of those inside the school being 
responsible for and having to give an account of what happens there 
to those outside who have a legitimate interest. However, those 
inside the school are also accountable to each other for what they 
do. This is particularly significant in relation to innovation since 
innovation is often very demanding of resources and may require a 
high proportion of those available. It is also important that innova- 
tions are consistent with the overall purposes of the school and 
innovating individuals or groups have a responsibility to their col- 
leagues to ensure that this is the case. Moreover, one innovation can 
often require another and may have school-wide implications and so 
to see an innovation in isolation from the total situation in which it 
is to occur and as the responsibility of only the innovating individual 
or group is shortsighted and may lead to problems. 

In order to give an account of an innovation a full, rigorous and 
widely based evaluation is required. This will enable balanced 
judgements to be made about the success of the innovation and 
provide evidence on which to base decisions about its future. Evalu- 
ation can provide the evidence to justify the innovation, both inside 
and outside the school, and it can also reveal the weaknesses of 
Innovations introduced as a result of blind belief, a strong person- 
ality, or coercion. The difficulties of evaluation have been recog 
nised and the problem of teachers passing judgements on their ow? 
efforts has been highlighted. However, eventually, if not initially, aP 
innovation will have to be justified on rational grounds. Accounta- 
bility will require more than blind belief in untested hypotheses an 
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in the end teachers have to convince others that their innovation is 
worthwhile. 

The headteacher is legally accountable for the curriculum and the 
efficient running of the school and his particular role in relation to 
innovation has been discussed. While recognising the ultimate 
responsibility of the headteacher, there have been demands recently 
for a greater involvement of teachers in decision-making and in some 
schools these demands have been met to varying degrees. 

Innovation has been shown to be a complex and difficult activity 
which demands a considerable range of knowledge and skills. This 
alone, regardless of any other reasons for teacher participation, sug- 
gests that wide involvement of teachers is necessary, since all the 
knowledge and skills are unlikely to be present in a single person. If a 
team approach to innovation is adopted, it may be asked what special 
part the headteacher or principal has to play in the team. His position 
is a difficult one because he carries the ultimate legal responsibility 
for the curriculum. While he cannot, and some would argue should 
not, carry out all the tasks associated with the management of inno- 
vation, it would be reasonable for his teachers (and governors or 
managers) to expect him to have sufficient knowledge and expertise 
to undertake certain leadership roles. 

The headteacher is in the best position to have an overall picture of 
what has to be done and one of his particular leadership tasks is to 
work out a plan for the management of an innovation that is intern- 
ally consistent. He should have sufficient knowledge of the theories 
of curriculum development and innovation and enough practical 
experience to enable him to undertake this task. However, perhaps a 
major particular function is to guide and teach his staff. Teachers 
should be able to expect their headteacher to have sufficient know- 
ledge and experience in the management of innovation to offer them 
the kind of guidance that will ensure that their efforts are well 
directed. They should also be able to expect that they can learn about 
innovating from him. His function as a teacher of teachers is an 
extremely important one, particularly where the teachers are young 
or inexperienced, or where an innovation is complex or departs 
significantly from previous practice. To have a headteacher who 
displays his knowledge of innovation and who imparts this to his staff 
will give them increased confidence as well as greater competence to 
bring about the innovation. The literature has suggested that it is 
frequently the headteacher who introduces innovations into his 
school; it is irresponsible of him to do this with insufficient knowledge 
to see them through to successful implementation. The increasing 
number of in-service courses in education management is a recogni- 


tion of this fact. ae 
Although the headteacher may have the overall responsibility and 
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within this may perform specific leadership roles, individual teachers 
or groups of teachers may also have responsibilities and perform 
other leadership roles at different stages or for specific tasks. 
Teachers with expert knowledge or skills can exercise a leadership 
function as they use their knowledge or skills to help colleagues and 
to further the progress of the innovation. To be involved in the 
management of innovation at levels other than the classroom may 
bring additional work for teachers. However, certain rewards are 
possible in return for the additional work. There is the possibility of 
having an influence beyond one’s own classroom and the satisfaction 
of contributing to the successful development and implementation of 
an innovation. These are intangible rewards whereas the burden of 
additional work is a reality. There has been considerable discussion in 
recent years about the desirability of greater involvement of teachers 
in decision-making and management activities. The responsibilities 
associated with greater involvement should not be overlooked. 
_ The range of knowledge and expertise necessary for successful 
innovation has been discussed. This is unlikely to be acquired solely 
from personal experience. The role of the head as a teacher of 
teachers has been mentioned but in some cases this may be insuf- 
ficient and in others unavailable. In-service education can be helpful 
in relation to general principles of innovation and curriculum devel- 
opment while the use of outside consultants can also contribute to 
teacher education as well as providing help with a particular innova- 
tion. Reading the available relevant literature is another form of 
teacher education — one which, unfortunately, has been much neglec- 
ted in the past. Teachers, as well as headteachers, need to be able to 
demonstrate that they have the knowledge and abilities to plan and 
manage innovations successfully and to justify the introduction of 
these innovations. If they are not able to do so there is always the 
danger that these activities might be undertaken by agencies outside 
the school. In these circumstances, teachers would then become no 
more than technicians carrying out the ideas of others, with head- 
teachers acting as administrators. ; 
_ The need for improvement in education is recognised. If education 
is to improve and to be sensitive to changes in society, there will be a 
need for innovation. Education in the future is likely to be more 
sophisticated and expectations are likely to be higher, and in order to 
cope with this teachers will need to be more expert and insightful in 
ae ie tae gatong and actions when it comes to innova- 

. It is hope at this i in a 
professional pa oat ZDE LD Hiem to ea 
Pe ig Aon bs weer! stance and yet it is well known oy 
ean ite ng many teachers to disregard theory. Int 

, theories that have no practical application serve 9° 
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useful purpose, but equally practice that is not based on theory is 
likely to be ineffective in the long term. The theories presented in this 
book are perhaps best described as emergent and they need to be 
tested in the field. Teachers have an important role to play here: they 
are in the best position to apply the theories so as to test and verify 
them. They can then be modified or rejected, whichever is appropri- 
ate. In addition, teachers who are actively involved in innovating are 
well placed to generate new theories of innovation. Such testing and 
generating of theory are further areas for development of teachers’ 


professionalism. 
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